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PREFACE. 

Tins is a reprint, with some few changes in the 
last few pages, of the® original book as it was 
publisljed in the early mouths of tlie War. No 
attein,ot lias been nio*l«- to bring it “ up to date.” 
In any ease that \ ould be a difficult v^-enture ; 
and tTav(‘lli ng as we now are over an undulating 
country, in a jicriod of transition, it^eeffis best to 
wait until some vantage-point has been reached 
from which it is j)ossible to look back at the 
route* we have follow^ed since the summer of 1914. 
M(*auwliile there may still be some value in a 
record, put together just at its close, of the phase 
of English ]>olitieal thought wdiieh lasted from 
1848 to 1914. There is an interest in remem- 
bering what we were tliinking wlien the storm 
broke ; and a view of a period takcan just at its 
close, diff(*rent as it mny be from a view taken 
(let us say) ‘‘twenty y(*ars after,'” has ])erhaps 
some sort of historical value. At any rate, tb- 
Tf'adc'r, riper by fourteen \vars of experience* than 
'. he w riter was w hen lie wTote .tins l.pok, will be 
able to jiulgev'iow far he spoke prufkutly, and 
how far at random, about t!ie fe.urrent tendencies 
an'^ future jiossi bill tics of jiolitiear thought in 
pre-war Eh gland. 

E. B. 

Pr/IERPOUSE, 

' • CAMURlDeiE. 

1928/ 
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POLITICAL^ THpU^HT IN 
ENGLAND^ 

CHAI^TER t 
• iSttroduction 

TifE^year 18^48 was^Qie annus misahilis 
^ of century. A whole con- 

tinent was in travail with new nationalities 
and ne^ constitutions. If in England the 
days ( 5 ( tha^t eventful year ran more quietly, 
they wxre jitverthcless stirring. There w?re 
no “ national workshops ” in London, and 
English workmen claimed no “ right to work ” ; 
but at* any rate Mill’s Princiyles oj Political 
Economy appeared, and the prophet of in- 
dividuaJisrn was found to be drawing a dis- 
tinction b^dween the laws of production and 
the laws of distribution, w4iich opened the 
gates for the entry of Socialism. The Chartist 
movement eaine to an abortive end; but the 
tirristian Sc^eialists [^tempted to found a co- 
operative (Movement, and in 1849 Kingsle)i 
published t^Z/on Locke, A nqiw ^chool ap- 
peared in Eiiglisii art. Wliile Thackeray was 
finishing Vfinity Fair, and Macaulay w^as p’^b- 
lishin^ the first tw^o volumes of his9lIistorij oj 
England, ^ brotherhefod was being formed by 
Holman Hunt, Rossetti and Millais,^ and the 
Pre-Ra^)}iaeljte movr^ment was being bdrti. 
Ten years ^ later, in 1858, Ahe doctrine *of 
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Natural Selection was enunciated; and a i\,ew 
and powerful leaven was added to,th(i fel- 
mentation of ideas already’ at work in tile 
general mind: 

Men began to ‘'eel the need of a more 
scientific explanation of the fa/jts, and a 
mo’-e scientific attempt to cure the defects, 
of social life. Two revolutions had passed 
over the worlcf in the last few decades — the 
political revolution which « h^d started in 
France in 1789, and the indu{;tria} revolution 
which had begun •iiL*- England about 1760. 
The fruits of the^one had'^still to be gar- 
nered : the unforeseen results of the other 
had still to be faced. On the one hand, the 
political demands of the Chartists had to 
be met with some reasonable answer; and 
statesmen had to determine how far, and by 
what means, the French doctrine of the sover- 
eignty of volonti ginirale should be incorporated 
into the parliamentary system and electoral 
machinery of England. On the other hand, 
sterner and more exacting, there h^omed the 
massive problem of the condition of Eng- 
land.” With the eye of genius Disraeli ftad 
already seized and stated the ^a’ohlein jp 
Sybil ; with the sympatl^'^y of a pkilantliropist 
Snaftesbury had already begun t>o attempt 
some solutioni A new foi<;e, partly a com- 
plication ot the problem, I pactly, and indeed 
mauily, a help and a way of solution, had ap- 
peared in *he Trade Unions, which had now, 
for some twenty years oi more, been freed by 
the efforts of Francis Piece from the shackles 
of the Combination Laws. Meanwhile the 
Eifglish Church., under the stimulus of the 
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• « 

'^pxford'^Movement, had awakened since 1833 
.Jo'a|new sense of its own corporate life; and 
il^votecT churchmen, conscious of the duty of 
. their Society to its members, were turning to 
those social aeftivities whjich have ever since 
marked the work of the High ^'hurch party in 
England. 

The accepted creedf, which had to face these 
new problems and taidencies, Was a creed pro- 
*ceedinj from Ay.am Sifiith and Jeremy Ben- 
tham. Fornfed at a time when the “ policy of 
Eurijpg ” ^tili thoked channels o]^ trade, 
and feydal survivals still encumbered the laws 
and filled with sinister interests ** the govern- 
merits ftf Efirope, that creed had been a corro- 
sive liolvent of everything that clogged the 
free play 6f individual activity. But times 
were changed, and the creed wms also changed 
with the times. It had condemned govern- 
mental interference in the name alike of 
economic and political liberty; it continuc^d 
to condemn governmental interference, wlien 
such coiidcmnation could only serve the cause 
of social \)ppression. Liberty for tin; manu- 
facturer and the seller was not necessarily 
liberty for ihe worker : it was indeed only too 
*tJften the v^ry reverse ; and a modification of 
the old plylosophy dt human action, if not 
entirely ^#iew •philosophy, w|ls an urgent 
necessity, if so^cial^ progress was^not to be 
checked by a social creed. A modification, 
partb^conscious and partly unco^|scious, ap- 
peared ii> the writings of John Stuart Mill, one 
pf the finest minds apd most generous natures 
of the* nineteenth century. In the On 

Liberty he* gave a efeeper aijd more spirikial 
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interpretation to the conception of hberty.' 
From a conception of liberty ks ext^rna^ 
freedom of action, necessary for the dlSicovefy 
and pursuit of his material interest by each in- 
dividual, Mill rose the conception of liberty 
as free play fpr that spiritual originality, 
with all its results in “ individual vigour and 
manifold diversity,” which alone can con- 
stitute a rich, balanced ar. d developed society. 
In a similar way, in the Essay On Repre- 
sentative Government he spirituaiised the Ben- 
thamite defence of ^^^mocracy,' Instead of 
regarding popular s'llf-governi^ient as freedom 
for the people to pursue its own self-interest 
at the expense of the “ sinister interests ” of 
classes and sections, he conceived repre, tenta- 
tive institutions as the necessary condition of 
that individual energy of mind and character 
which must be developed all round and in all 
things, and can only be so developed if the 
area of individual thought and will is extended 
to embrace tlie affairs of the whole community. 
His phiIoso}jhy found room for Trade Unions, 
a form, of voluntary association which gave 
scope for liberty ; it even admitted the possi- 
bility of social regulation of the law^s of 
distribution. Yet when all these allowances 
aij made, it still remains true ,that Mill 
was the prophet of an empty liber, and an 
abstract individual. He had no clear philo- 
sophy of rights, through wliicli alore the con- 
ception of liberty attains a concrete meaning ; 
he had no clear idea of that ^social whole in w hose 
realisation the fa^e antithesis of “ state ” and 
•‘individual” disajipears. 

Not a modification of The old Uenthamitc 
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Yremis’ses, but a new philosophy was needed; 
andVh^t philosophy was provided by the 
'T^iealist school, 6t which Green is the greatest 
representative.^ That school * drew its in- 
spiration immediately frofh Kant and Hegel, 
and ultimately from the old G«-cek philosophy 
of the city-state. Tbe vital relation between 
the life of the individual and the life of the 
, community, which alone gives the individual 
worth and signiSeancel because it alone gives 
hiiA the p^w<jr^f full moral development; the 
dependence of the indmcjual, for all hi^riglits 
and for* all his Rberty, on' his membership of 
the coijimiyiity ; the correlative duty of the 
community to guarantee to the individual all 
his rights /in other words all the conditions 
necessary Jf»r his, and therefore for its own, 
full moral development) — these were the pre- 
misses of the new philoso})hy. That philo- 
sophy could satisfy the new needs of social 
progress, becaifse it refused to worsliif) a sup- 
j)Osed individual liberty which was proving 
destructive of the real liberty of the vast 
majority, and ])ref erred to emphasise the moral 
well-being and betterment of the wliole eom- 
j^unity, aiifl to conceive of each of its iiK'mbers 
as attaining his own being and betterment 
in and thi'ough the community. Ibaa in la>\ 
or seemc»«f to he, 'a revolut ion#of ydeas. In- 
stead of starti.ifg from a ceiilral indivickiab 
to wlicm fhe social system is su])posed t'^i^be 
adju»Wd^ the idealist starts from a ccaitral 
social system, in whif-h the individual must find 
his appointed orbit erf duty.* But afU'r all the 
revolution is only a#rcstorat ion ; and what? is 
restored is simply the luyiMic of IMato. • 
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Political philosophy not only advartces .6f 
itself, and through its own acquisitio(i of 
new, or restatement of ol«^ philosophic cokv 
ceptions; it aiso advances through the con- 
tributions of other ^studies, wfiich can either 
supply analogies to guide its method or new 
facts, to increase its content. Political philo- 
sophy in itself, and apart from other studies, 
is essentially ah ethical s*tudy, which regards 
the State as a moral society, arui inquires into 
the ways by which it seeks to^attam its ulti- 
mate moral aim. A<Vs»-ming a moral ideal for 
all human institutidns, and therefore ‘for the 
State as one of the greatest of these institu- 
tions, political philosophy interprets the State 
in terms of ethics, and seeks to determhiie its 
relation to the moral constitution and de- 
velopment of man. But other studies may 
influence its method, or add to its content. 
Mathematics, for instance, may suggest,* as it 
suggested to Comte, a method for “ social 
science,’’ which will make it as mucli concerned 
with laws,” and as much capable qf predic- 
tion, as any of the physical sciences; and 
history may suggest an historical method, 
wliich will turn inquiry towards thST. genesis of 
social institutions, and wijl seek to explain the 
rrison d'Hre of such institutions from the 
recorded facts their life and actiwrr'. More 
important are those studies which can add to 
the content of social philosophy. These studies 
are necessarily studies of man, and m(>vc, par- 
ticularly of man in some social aspect, 1n which 
he stands* related to his fellows. Two such 
stivrfies in particular, both peculiarly English, 
at ^ny rate in thdr beginnings, have influenced 
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^^litioed theory in England during the last 
. giJttJ years! Thesfe are biology and political 
i^ononniy. A thirc^study, in which inspiration 
has largely been drawn from Germany, but in 
which native efements may also be traced, has 
also reacted on English political theory. This 
is the study of juri^rudence. Still another 
study — that of psycliology, more particiflarly 
on its social side — 'has been kicreasingly ap- 
’ plied, ,first in France^ then in America, and 
ofJate years 'also in I?ngland, to the elucida- 
tion ajid 1h[it6rJ)retation ©f sociial phenomena. 
Finallj^^ historical stuaiA, whether directed, 
as they are by historians proper, to the growth 
of civiRsatibn, or turned, as they are by anthro- 
pologists, to times and spaces that lie behind 
civilisatioft^ have not only suggested a new 
method, But have also added new data to the 
study of social philosophy. Biology, political 
economy, jurisprudence, psychology, history, 
are all studies .which, though they lie in differ- 
ent fields from social philosoj)hy proper, 
nevertheless deal with a subject-matter that 
is connected wdth and acts upon the peculiar 
silbject-matter of social philosophy. The 
moral natwe of man is isolated in no vacuum ; 
ft stands intimate and organic relation with 
physical structure ^hd economic motive, with 
legal eijj*ctm(?nt. witli social instinct, wfth 
historic or pre-historie institutioiSs. Suc^ re- 
lations social plTilosophy must necesj^rily 
consi^r. What it cannot admi^ is that^any 
of the ^studies which deal with these other 
matters can solely ^or evcQ. primarily explain 
the.ivasoii and the value of society. tTJiey 
can throw additional ligh^ om the ultiijiate 
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moral factor; in themselves they arfe* nec.es/ 
sarily one-sided and therefore misleading 
guides. They cannot absolve us from tkr 
primary duty qI studying tne State as the pro- 
duct and organ of tjiie moral \'^ill of men. 

It was natural that political economy, the 
most peculiarly English study, and the study 
most closely allied to political tlicory, should 
influence that ^leory mout profoundly. Such 
influence has been op^ative^/n two opposite' 
directions. On the one hand the old clavisi- 
cal ” political econofLuy of Adafn !5mi^:h‘and 
Ricardo has tendeaT to make laissez'^faire a 
political dogma; on the other hand newer 
versions of political economy, larg(‘ly springing 
from Germany — Avhethcr the nationalist ]jro- 
tectionism of List, or the international social- 
ism of Marx — have made for state-interference 
on an ever-increasing scale. Much the same 
would seem to be true of biology. It is a atudy 
'which has owed much to English thinkers ; 
it is a study which whether by the analogies 
which it supplies, such as that of the j)hysic‘al 
organism, or the new facts it presents, sucli as 
those of struggle for life and survival of the 
fittest, readily exercises a considerable in- 
fluence on political theory. Its inijuence, lil^ 
th#t of political economy^ has been operative 
iii two opposite directions. On thei;^»ne hand 
Hert;»ert SpCiicer, though holdjng the idea of 
a social organism, somewhat incoasistently 
dissolved tli[pt idea into an antithesis the 
man versus the state,” and claimed th^ utmost 
liberty for the individual; on the other hand 
biologists ‘of a later date, influenced by the 
idea, of hereditary transmission of qualities and 
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^•defect?), secfn preptred to enlist the State in 
aid Sf r^^tural selection, and to bring eugenics, 
^ Socialists ’vvcmlrf bring economics, under a 
measure of political control. * 

The connecfion betweefi jurisj)rudence and 
political theory is close and pbvious. If the 
one is concerned with justice, and the yther 
with morality — if the one deals whyh the ex- 
ternal rules which direct actioffs in an ordered 
eorniminity, and the o^her with the ideas that 
lje*bchin(|^rules and the ideal Avhich lies behind 
ordfir-%-bolh are at ar^*ratc (^oncernq^d with 
the relations oAe to ano^ncr of men who are 
living in eynnmunities. For many centuries, 
inde(^ci, wliile the doctrine of the Social Con- 
tracif ruled the schools, the conceptions and 
the termyiplog}^ of jurisprudence dominated 
political tli(‘ory. Nor has the old alliance 
beem altogether broken in Knghind siiua* 1848. 
Maiife popularised Savigny's eonee})tioii of 
law as a coniinuous historical development, 
and used that conception to undermine the 
doctriiK^of aboriginal natural rights; and lie 
was ultimately led by his historicjj,! feeling 
towai’ds tliat conservative tendency which 
had mad5 Savigny oppose the phin for a 
codification of Cierman law, and which made 
Maine himself look coldly and criticall}^ on 
demoeraf'y in*his Popular Gi^crnrrunii, L?iv 
may indeed sivmi^to many of u * to be all 
times a dbnscrvativc influence; yet it wa^law 
whi»ir produced the radical docj^trinc of the 
Social Contract, ami it is law, as interpreted 
by Maitland, whicii has »f late y^^ars added 
new and radical id as to the content (^f. po- 
litical theory. Following,, Gierke, Maitland 
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has vindicated the real pe/sonality, the snqn^ 
taneous origin, the inheren^^ rights of cgrporate 
bodies within the State, a^,d he. has thus su^ 
gested lines cf thought favourable to the 
claims of Trade Unions, of Churches, and of 
other organised. bodies which live within the 
limits of the State. Jleanwhile, a more 
peculiarly^ English tradition has been repre- 
sented by "Oic^, who hs& interpreted for us 
the legal meaning of /Our ovm , constitution, 
and investigated the currents^ of opinion 
which Ijave contribute A to determine thfv^otirse 
of our recent legisla^cion. ^ 

If law is a study of what we may call 
objective mind — -of mind as concrete and 
embodied in external rules and sancti6ns — 
psychology seeks to study those^ ipner pro- 
cesses of mind which lie behind law and all 
social conduct. Such processes, under the 
name of “ imitation ” and ‘‘ social logic,** 
have been investigated more ^especially by 
F'rench thinkers like Tarde; and something 
of their metliod and ideas has desccnck^d upon 
those English sociologists, like MacDougall 
and Graham Wallas, who seek to find in 
psychology the key to social phenomena^. 
The defect of such a line of approach lies in 
the ‘'tendency which it encourages to regard a 
close analysis of social phenomena ( 1 ^nd that 
is all which psychology can give) as identical 
witjjL something of a very different ofder — the 
exjJanation of the why and wherefore of -khose 
phenomena. To analyse ' the processes of 
social instinct that lie in the dim background 
of c “Society now united jn the pursuit of 
a common motal object is not to explain the 
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'rml nature 05 the real cause of such a society. 
It\is on]}j to descriy genesis; and Aristotle 
■teitg ago emphaslsc'l the difference between 
the physical (^ne may add the psycho- 
, physical) processes, which dkplain the genesis 
of the State, and the moral reasons which 
explain its existence, •when he spoke of tfie 
State as arising in the needs of g^^e life, 
but existing througli the necessities of a 
^oral life. Tl^e seme tendency to turn mere 
temporal priejr^y into causal relation is 
equalty iu^couraged by tl»e* application the 
.historicaf methocf to political theory. Maine 
did soli(^ work, when from the evidence of 
ancient law \ie sought to exhibit the origins 
of earlj" soejety, and anthropologists by new 
methods an^Uthe use of new data have added 
to the work he began. We must admit the 
value of the new data thus provided ; we must 
allow that the continuity of human life is 
brought home t© us, when we can thus trace 
the roots of the present in the past, and dis- 
cover in tribal societies the germs of that 
moral person which we call the State* But 
we must also recognise that Maine did not 
explode the*theory of the Social Contract — 
a fficory intended to explain not the temporal 
antecedents but the logical presuppositioiT^ 
of the Stalfe — wlien he proved tihat history is 
marked by a sequeyace of events proceed^g 
not from ct)ntract, but to contract; and ^ 
must i^istfii^iber with Hobbes that philosophy 
“ exckides history as*weli natural as political, 
thougli most useful (»ay, necessary) io philo- 
sophy;* because such knowledge is but Ex- 
perience, and not ratiocinati«ij[i.’*' 
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To disfeover the imminent political philo- 
sophy of the last sixty y/ars we havj? trfus not 
only to study the worki^they have produetAi 
in social philosophy; we have also to consider 
the contributions^of method, of data, of out- 
look, from biology and political economy, 
frQTn law and history < from psychology and 
anthrnnology. Nor is this all. Our men of 
letters — Cari^^le and ftuskin and Matthew 
Arnold ; our novelip-ts — Dickftns and Reade 
and Kingsley ; our dramatists, ^ lik;,e Sha\^ and 
Galsworthy, have ^thought and writ>.en' not a 
little of social and political ‘matters. It may 
almost be said that the “ sophistic trend of 
our age — its impulse tow^ards a drastic criticism 
and revision of conventional morality’ — finds 
its best representative in the drepia. Finally, 
beyond all this writing in all these s[)J)eres, 
we must remember the vast area of oral dis- 
cussion, which our party system involves. 
Herein, indeed, we may see the cause, as w’cll 
as the content, of much of our theorising. 
On the one hand party causes theories to 
spring into the arena; or at any rate party 
enlists theories to fight its battles. On the 
other hand, the programme of ft' ])arty is^an 
embodied the ory : its pleasures* arc the con- 
dl-ete expression in organically intc^rrelated 
detail of a \"ay of looking at piVhtical life. 
E’fjm the one point of view we may notice 
tile philosophy of Bergson enlis'ted by the 
Syndicalist party ; or we may ' nctfe«‘e the 
theory of Gierke pressed into service both by 
defenders of Tra^de Unionism and by those 
High Churchmen who arfgue for the independ- 
ence of ecVJesiastical societies. From the 
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0 jt:h,er p^mi c^f view we may watch the Socialist 
'p^rt>1 working out gladuaily a concrete theory 
Socialism ; pr'w:/ may watch the Liberal 
party seeking to embody in legislation a more 
positive theory of liberty th^n the Benthamite 
school had attained. It is true that there 
always tend to be unr^^solved elements in ihe 
programme of a party, which ^^J 3 JU.C)t be 
logically connected w^fth its undc^flTying theory, 
hui a.re*cither inl.ysritancj^s from a past other- 
wise? sloiigl^(‘d,*or conceptions to the needs of 
the lK)u^ai1d tlie dema^| of intcrestc(l sup- 
porters./ None fhe less we must recognise 
tliat the programme of a party tends to em- 
body a set of measures which are organically 
intenl(iij)cndent, because they express in detail 
a single set pf conceptions. 

So far we have considered the different 
lines of approach to political theory — wluiher 
throiigli ethics or through natural science, 
tbrougli (iconoTfiics or through law— wiiich 
have be(‘n attempted during the whole of the 
period uiu4er survey. The line of division has 
beep logical rather than chronological. * If we 
turn to consider the dcv(io])mcnt of political 
spf^*ulaiion iiironologically, we find that it 
falls into dc^l'liite peri^^Ist Ih'om 1848 to 18 ^ 
tile giaieral tendency is Uwards individualism^ 
The j)olic;>^ of laissez-faire fincS ^itmeral ac- 
ceptance. Laisst'Z-fnire means on the die 
hand, and m domestic politics, a restrictiJfi 
of go\*(*1aiijtoital activity to the Bare mini- 
mum ; on The other hand, and in foreign 
affairs, ja policy of fre^ trade and of fr^endsiiip 
between natfions. Sfienecr is th^ thorougR- 
going prophet of laisscz-faife, from Social 
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Statics (1850) at one endito The.Maii VerHts 
the State (1885) at the /other. He pr(>vi'(ies 
individualism with a co^s of natural scienot , 
he presses into its service the antithesis be- 
tween militarism hnd industrialism, and urges . 
that the natural process of evolution has made 
laiysscz-faire the guiding, principle of the modern 
epoch of industry. John Stuart Mill is less 
thorough “goffig. He a transitional force; 
and in his hands utilitarianism begins to be less 
individualistic, and assumes more ^?ind more a 
socialistic quality. * Social utility, 'hej^hiiiks, is 
the goal; to thi^, he feeM, it may be the 
supreme duty of the individual to sacrifice 
himself ; for this, he allows, it may lie neces- 
sary to entrust the State with large functions 
of controlling the distributioip. ^ of wealth. 
Meanwhile the influenee of literature, pre- 
eminently in Carlyle and Kuskiii, is directed 
vehemently against laissez-faire and all its 
woTVvS~\NOiks at, ouce unjust in the eyes ol 
the HiorHlist and unlovciv in the eves of the 

V y 

artist. In place of the doctrine go-as- 

yem-hVe ” Carlyle and Rnskin nrg^e the need 
of guidance and governance; tliey plead lor 
the rule of the wise, and for the regulation 
and regimentation, even on military line^ of 
,ftie life and action of the community. 

By 1880 tile doctrine of iaisse^rfaire — the 
p.^.taching of non-intervention as the supreme 
4iity of the State, internally as ^ well as ex- 
ternally— «seems to have passed. sJt^ad not 
only been undermined by the literary pro- 
phets : facts themsehfcs were against it. 
Sifice 1870 the State bad bee^j concerning 
itself scrioUslyt with education; and still 
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f^rth^r 'extensions its powers were being 
iftade dne^vitable by,j|the crying needs of the 
‘^ne. By 188Q Gre^n is lecturing at Oxford 
•bn The Principles of Political Obligation, and 
arguing that tfie State must intervene to 
remove all obstacles which iinpede the free 
moral development of its citizens. Soon aljer 
1880 Socialism is established in England in 
both its forms. The*revolutioir5!7^^oeialism 
*of the type of liyndman is advc/cating the 
intrbductioji of a social!^ regime en bloc, and 
prcac^iir^tfie Class- War.i^^ the necessary pre- 
lude ; tiie reformist Socialism of the Fal)ians 
is advo(;ating tlie gradual conquest of one re- 
form aft(‘r another, and preaching the metliod 
of perifieation of ail classes; but both alike are 
urging society to take into its hands the control 
of its economic life. The guidance and govern- 
ance which Carlyle had desired seemed to be 
immintnt, tliough they were not to proceed 
liom that aiistoeracy oi the wise which he had 
cApcctcd to he tiie/r source. Men of the old 

school bcfjran to he alarmed, particularly when 
vnV\'5, wrA 

more againsT. the encroachments of the State, 
wfnle Maine in Popular Qovernment grew pessi- 
mistic over the advancing flood of democracy# 
Just wk^n theory and practiq^i alike seemeA 
to presage a large growth of the ifitervention 
of the Stat^ in internal affairs, the whole p^- 
cess to be checked by the “imperialist 

reaction.’' But it is perhaps a mistake to 
talk of “ reaction.” .There was not in reality 
a check to, the growth of intervention, ^tn- 
tervention grew, but it was^^ external rather 
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than internal. In any cdse laissez-faite. wjtii 
its doctrine of a foreign pMicy based pn pacifi‘5: 
cosmopolitanism, steadily lost. ground. Fro«s" 
1884 to 1903 vast territories, mainly in Africa,'* 
but partly also in Asia, were added to the 
Empire ; and a wide-spread political theory, 
which it is true hardly .found any representa- 
tive voi^c, began to preach “ the white man’s 
burden.” ^P’^^would be futile to assign this 
movement to any peculiarly English cause'. 
When we rellect tha'ft France and to a leaser 
degreo Germany wcjk* increasing 6r /ounding 
colonial empires at the same time,^v'e must 
acknowledge that the cause is general and 
European. If we seek such a cause, we can 
only find it, apart from economic ml^tives, 
which are generally exaggerated, in the idea 
of Nationalism — that exclusive nationalism, 
wJii^h till of late possessed England, and now 
possesses Germany, and whose essence it is, 
as has been finely said, “ thatdhe members of 
each nation believe their national civilisation 
to lie Civilisation.” 

Collectivism had wrought to exalt the pro- 
vince of the State : Nationalism seems to have 
entered and reivped the crop wViich it had 
sowm. 13ut at any rate one side of laissez- 
fidre — the policy of external non-intervention, 
of peace aiul vretrenehment of ariuanuaits — 
dis*>ppcare(l soon after 1880. . Since 1903 the 
ct»mplem'*ntary domestic policy, which had 
entered tlNc stage in 1870, has sssUaied a 
leading part. It matters little that one party 
has espoused the cause af protection, and the 
othfcr the cause of social reform. Both parties 
‘‘ interventirnists ” in domestic, as both 
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parties, in a greaterW less degree, are inter- 
ventic>:iists in foreigr policy. The difference 
J^etween t^ie general ione and temper of 1864 
and the tone and temper 1914 — the difference, 
if we take a rough line of division, between the 
‘generation before and the generation after 
1880 — is profound. While in lS64 orthocioxy 
meant distrust of the State, and heresy toRk 
the form of a belief im paternal ,«i^«irt.iTi1hent, 
iti 1914 orthodoxy means beiief in the 
stat^, and heresy takc*k the form of mild 
excursions tnto Anarchisim., The most recent 
philoso})!‘?fcs, wluither projWndcd in a ^egal 
*form, as^by Maitland, or in the form of social 
economics, as by syndicalists and believers in 
guild-socialism, are directed towards the vin- 
dication of the independence of groups. The 
modern anaft'Rhist, in revolt against an (‘xeess 
of government, does not, like AulxTon ll(Tbert 
or Wordsworth Donisthorpe, preach the 
principle cf “ Let Be ” for the benefit of the 
individual : he ])reaches it for the b(*nclit of 
the organised group, and particularly of the 
organised profession or guild. But it is non- 
iiiteTvention, if in a n(‘w form, v^liieh i.*? again 
being incuicN^lcd as the rule for the internal 
pofey of the State. IIow far its (*xtcrnal 
policy is likely to be* lAodificd in the sauie 
direction, tjie future alone v»ill show. 

CHAPTER 11 

Tinz IDEALIST SCHOOL — T. H. GREEN 

The, idealist philbsophy* of tht? Stgtc, 
which is set forth iti the writings of Greeti, 
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Bradley and Bosanquet^is largely a prodwt. 
of Oxford. Among thejsources of this' philo- 
sophy we must give the first place to the stud*^ 
of the Greek Classics. The influence of 
Plato and Aristotle has beeii peculiarly deep 
in England. Jhe curriculum of the oldest and 
most important branch of studies in Oxford 
finds in the Republic of Plato and the Ethics 
of Ar^d'ct^r^its central texts; and truths 
drawn from Greek thought, have beer learned 
in Oxford, and enforced in the world,- not 
only by the thinkvi;§, but aljso b} tl\p men of 
action, who have been trainvid in this, curricu- 
lum. Generations of students have learned 
from Plato and Aristotle the lessons that 
“ man by the law of his being is a KK mber 
of a political community ’’ ; tliat the true 
State is a “partnership in a life of virtue 
that law is the expression of pure and 
passionless reason ; that righteousness consists 
for each man in the fulfilment of his appointed 
function in the life and action of the com- 
munity. These lessons have not been for- 
gotten. “ If you take English political 
thouglit and action from Pitt and Fox on- 
wards,” writes Prof. Murray, “ it seems to 
me that you will ajways find -present , . 
Errands of feeling which are due — of course 
among many^ otlv^r causes — to this germina- 
tion of Greek influence; an unquestioning 
^.espect for freedom of life and thought, a 
mistrust ^f passion ... a sure consaipusness 
that the poor are the fellow citizens of the 
rich, aijd that statesmen must as a matter 
of -fact consider the w^dfare of the whole 
Sktate.” 
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.. ''Pif ultimate basissof the idealist philosophy 
oi the Sti*te is thus be found in the writings 

Plato and Aristotle, and in a steady tradi- 
;tion of study 9jid teaching of the Republic 
and the Ethics, Another and more immediate 
influence is that of German, philosophy. 
Green drew his inspiration from Kant fwnd 
Hegel as well as from Plato and^ A.’'^«lotle. 
And in fact the philosophical theory of the 
•State, of whicli Green and Bosanquet are the 
chief rej)rc;scnta^tives, is^ commentary and 
expoi?itif^|L, an expansion^aKd modificatign, of 
the political phnosophy first expounded in 
Germany at the end oi the eighteenth and the 
beginning of the nineteenth century. 

In dt‘velopi ng their theories both Kant and 
Hegel star^ #from Rousseau’s conception of 
moral freedom as the peculiar and distinctive 
quality of man, and both consider the State 
entire)^ in its relation to this freedom. With 
Kant, liowever — this at any rate was ireg{‘i’s 
criticism — freedom has a negative, limited 
and subjective meaning, which makes liis 
attitude to the State somewhat grudgmg and 
individualistic. Kant intcqireted freedom as 
the right to Vill a self-imposed imperativ(‘ of 
duty, and he*insisted thi^t every man, possess- 
ing in virtue of his reason such a will, exist^^ 
and ought\to b*e used, always «as ^an end in 
himself and newr tus merely a means. *To 
lit‘gel freedbrn of this kind is lu^gative becau‘1; 
it wears' the face of duty, and it •is limitcid 
becai^e it isolates each man as an end in 
himself. Such freedom, aga4n, is subjtctive, 
because it resides in the inner world of infen- 
tion and conscience, and doe«, ndt find a fr^ 
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issue outwards into obje(:*tive life: whkt 

gate, then, does the conception of »the State 
enter into the political philosophy of Kant:T 
Fundamentally, perhaps, thrqugh the concep- 
tion of duty as something in its nature univer? 
sal. The indi\ idual who wills the imperative 
oh duty is willing something which, if it 
appl.^'s^.to^i^e particular occasion, is at the 
same time a universal. Wlien he lays dowg 
th(* rule Thou shall not steals he is really con- 
stituting a gener^ rule, ^nd ultimately, 
beeacse he build^^t. whole^ systcip' of‘ such 
rules, he is creating a set of laws which must 
necessarily be enshrin(‘d in and enfor(‘ed by a 
State. But the more simple and obvious 
answer which Kant gives to the question 
seems to be found in the con(re;<)J;ion of con- 
tract. By contract num surrender their 
external freedom in ord(;r to receive it im- 
mediately back again as members of a edmmon- 
wealth”; tliey '‘abandon their wild lawless 
freedom in order to substitute a perfect 
freedom— a freedom undiminished, beeause it 
is the creation of their own free legislative 
will; but a freedom which nevertheless 
assum(*s the form of a lawfid dependence^, be- 
cause it takes its plaf e pi a rcalio of Biglit or 
jJaw.” Kant, it ajipears, had little idea of 
the corporate life of a national S\ate. The 
fi:;e will of the individual io the core of his 
t'l.ought. The State he conceives as in its 
nature a contractual body; and )ar from 
exalting the control of the State over the 
individual, he emphasises the nece ssary sub- 
onfination of the State tc the idea^ of a pi rma- 
neiit peace oi Europe, and advocates a federal 
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of nations, each subject to the adjudica- 
tion o-f tl^ general collective will, 

*' . Hegel, in opiposition to Kant, sketched a 
"more f)ositive ^nd objective conception of 
freedom, and *a less individualistic conception 
of the State. Freedom, he holds, must be 
positive. It is expansion : it consists in Mie 
will to make my outward self adeq,ij[«?t: IjaJthe" 
measure of the fulness of my "thinking self. 
^For thig*reason..frc^dom must also be objective, 
or ftutwardly ejc pressed. *^t is creative : it 
exprt^se- jtself in a series jl^utward man'iesta- 
tions — first the law ; tlien the rules of inward 
morality ; and finally the whole system of 
institutions and influences that make for 
rightecflisuess in the national State. That 
system of j«stitutions and influences Hftgcl 
embra('es in the term Social Ethics (Sitilichkvit ) ; 
and in Social Ethics he finds the reconcilia- 
tion of th(‘ mere exU^nality of law and the 
mere inwardness of morality. . By tliis means 
Hegel aclu(*ved a view of the State less in- 
dividualistic than that of Kant appeared to 
him^ to be. In the Stale man has fully raised 
his outward seif to the level of the inward 
self of thou^it : liLs free will has found the 
broadest (‘Xjmnsion whicji its positive quality 
demands, and the highest expression which 
object iv(^ c^jaracter requires. si.|ph a State 
no idea oi coi^raet can ajijily : contract 
belongs to 'the domain of mere law, and US 
only eon(!ern(‘d w ith propt^rty. The State must 
be envisaged in terms neither of law' nor of 
tlie morality of indiwidual cr>nscienc(?, but in 
terms of social idhics.* It is an exjiression, and 
the highest expression, of thai?.so6ial morality. 
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at once precipitated in and enforced byfsoeta) 
opinion, which lies behind the life of the family, 
beliind the life of all other social groups, ancj* 
behind the life of the political community' 
itself. That social morality is the product of a 
free will seeking to realise itself in a positive 
and objective form; and the State, as the 
hiy>^erirs3t«ii^ssion and o^gan of social morality, 
is therefore also tlie product of that will — a 
product not in the sense of a definite Creation, 
at a given {)oint gfitime, but in tlie sense of 
something gradual’J^ evolved, yet ijrplicit all 
the time. Produced by the free will, the State ■ 
sustains it — and this by a double function. 
In the first place it maintains the individual as 
a person, and not only maintains hitn, but 
promotes his welfare and protee/s the minor 
groups of family and social life in which he 
partially seeks his welfare : in the second 
place, ‘‘ it carries back . . . the individual — 
whose tendency it is to become a centric of his 
own — into the life of the universal substance.’* 
In a word, it sustains personality, and it 
teaches ]X‘rsonality to transcc^nd itself by 
giving its devotion to something beyond 
its(‘lf. Tims Hegel is brought to*a belief i]^ the 
divinity of the nation. Two iniluences com- 
bined to produce this belief. One was the 
influence of the Greek city-stato, with its 
tK'ory that the individual exists in order to 
^Ti\)rm his allotted function in the life of the 
community, and that “ none of the citizens 
bt‘longs to himself, since they all belong to the 
State.” * In his System u/ Ethics of 1802, his 
earliest dt‘liverance in the of political 

theory, Hegel Already show^s himself imbued 



he(;£l’^ etatisme 2S' 

, w^tliHhe ideals of the Greek past. The other 
'ijitluciice was that of contemporary national 
The rush and the sweep of the French 
of 1789 had stimulated every 
political thinkef; it had helped to inspire 
Kant’s theory of freedom, and perhaps served 
to suggest his ideal of permanent peace. At 
a later date, after 1812, the national reactfon 
against Napoleon had# led men t/:: ’.it.alistifS>iiat 
Wie national State^has a hold on men’s hearts 
and# allegiance, 'which ca>j^not be explained by 
any iV3tion%f contract, aij^for which only the 
idea of tne real and personal existence the 
nation can serve to account. Hegel lived in 
these l5ter days, and he was led by their 
influei^e to exalt the national State to a 
mystical height. But this lofty mysticism has, 
naturally if« {Paradoxically, its somewhat tragic 
results. On the one hand Hegel holds that the 
unity of the State, the free power that inter- 
feres with subordinate spheres,” must be 
incorporated in “ an actual individual, in the 
will of a decreeing individual, in monarchy.” 
On the otner hand he permits the State, as the 
high('st expression of social morality, to escape 
from any in^ral restrictions. ‘‘ The state of 
wa‘^’ he writes, “ shows the omnipoteiu*(; of 
the State in its in(li\4(ltiality ” ; country ^d 
fatherland#! are then the power. \\^hic]i convict#; 
of nullity tKe incjependence of individuals. 

We shall see h*ow Green departs fro'n 
Hegel’s #riews in these last two phases — how 
little he believes in absolute monarchy; how 
piuch he believes in tlvat international 
morally, which Hegel too readily msmisi*ed. 
But before turning to English^ pojitical theoiy, 
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we must notice that Hegel, and to soma fjj.te^t 
even Kant, have little love for English institu- 
tions. Hegel attacks the representative institu- 
tions of t^igland, which had geneidil^ h?cii 
regarded as ensuring to her citizens tl^c freest 
of constitutioT^s ; he argues that England is 
reajly the most backward country in Europe, 
because true freedom, which can only be 
rccxhsecr monarcliy, is sacrificed by the 
English system of r(‘})res('ivtative institution^ 
to private and ps^:'ticular interests. Even 
Kant ^ distrusts lr#A^esentati v e ii \ stitu tions, 
though he is less full of the i^eal for ViTglivided 
sovereignty than Hegel; he f(‘ars that repre- 
sentatives will tend to be unduly dep(‘nd(‘nt on 
ministers. Some modification of tlie theories 
of Kant and Hegel is thus obviously needed to 
make the idealist theory of tlk Continent 
square with the representative institutions of 
England, and to adjust a theory which unpha- 
sis(‘s the “ majesty ” of the State to a practice 
which emphasises the liberty of the subject.” 

The England in which Green dew doped his 
political pliilosopliy w’^as the England of the 
years after 1870. A change was then [lassing 
over public opinion, and law^ was icflecting^this 
change. Legislation, Jn Prof. Dicey’s phrase, 
was passing from an inilividualist to a collec- 
tivist trend. >ilic word “■collectivist’ is perhaps 
a misnomer; but at any rat> it is clear that 
feie State was no longer confining itself, if 
indeed it v^ver liad done, to securing the free 
play of competition and vindicating freedom 
of contrjict, but -w’as ad/lrcssing itself to the 
more positive function, already foreshadowed 
iz: the Factoiy Acts, of securing the conditions 
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living for each and all of its members. 
Si^ecn, as much of a sober realist as of a soaring 
idealist, addressed himself to eliciting and 
v.f&p^s'-i'xliigdhe presuppositions implicit in the 
contemporary lift of the English State. He 
endeavoured, as his biographer says, “ to 
awaken a consciousness of what man actually 
is and does in certain functions of his everyday 
life, this being, as he conceived, the ci ae 
a^vaken j:he further consciousness of what he 
ougl^t to be aild do.” 33y temf)er and ex- 
perience of fiJfe he was emij^itly suited for his 
task. Tu tnr and afterwardV^rof essor in Oiftord 
'from 18(50 to 1882, he was nevertheless no 
“ acadeidic ” recluse. He had always a lively 
syinpatby for the middle class and for noncon- 
formity. He had, besides, a keen interest in 
education aitd licensing reform. In education 
he had always been interested from the time 
when, in 1856 and 1866, he was assistant 
commissioner to a royal commission on edu- 
cation ; and he gave his time and his money to 
the found<"y:ion of a High School for Oxford 
boys. To the need of temperance reform his 
attention had early been drawn by hTs own 
experience ofiife; and in 1872 he joined the 
Unibfid Kingdgm Alliance. In the civic [)oliiics 
of Oxford he took a shari which has made bis 
name a traditi(5n and an exapjj^ic in the* 
University. *»In Rational politics Ife was a 
Liberal of the school of John Bright ; and fron^^ 
1867 onw£3i’ds he appeared on political platforms. 
One of the last of his writings w^as a lecture on 
Liberal Legislation and Freedom of Cpntracty 
which was given at Leicester in 1881 under the 
-uspices of tfie Liberal Associatjomof the town. 
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The Lectures on the Principles of *P^HuaL 
Obligation were delivered by Gregn jn the 
winter of 1879-1880, during his tenure of 
the chair of moral philosophy at OjdfcJTdr--^8f 
the ultimate metaphysical, or indeed, one may 
almost say, the ultimate religious principles 
which lay behind these lectures we cannot 
herejiive any account. But it must be remem- 
ilSleci that" behind his (Conception of the State 
lies the idea of an eternal self-consciousnes;>,^ 
which communicates to human conscioufmess 
the ^dea of the *ij6cial good, aRcl to Avhose 
perfection, in turn, human ccfnscioushess is ever 
seeking to attain, and, in the higher forms of 
human society, has already {)artially attained. 
In the light of such an idea citizenship hocomes 
C!hristian citizenship, and the State a civitas 
Dei, In the Principles of Political Obligation^ 
however, it is from human consciousness, and 
from the liberty which tliat consciousness de- 
mands for itself, that the discourse starts. 

The State is a product of tliis conscious- 
ness. Human consciousness postula^^es liberty : 
liberty involves rights : rights demand the 
State. All these terms, however, require 
definition. In taking our start- from liberty, 
we should notice that Green ..begins ^Ai om, 
always clings to, and liiially ends in the Kantian 
'doctrine of the free moral will in virtue of 
which man always wills hirnself as an end. The 
one thing of value is the good will The one 
thing the\ State must not do is to • check its 
self-determination, either by repressive inter- 
fcrence.vOr by paternal ^government : the one 
thmg the State must do is to liberate its 
•nergies by^ repaoving the obstacles to their 
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liberty can only be liberty for this 
good will ; it can only be liberty for the pursuit 
of the objects which such a will presents to 
iJwJf, •• Liberty is therefore no negative absence 
of restraint, more than beauty is the 

absence of ugliness. It is ‘‘a positive power of 
doing or enjoying something WT)rth doing o,r 
enjoying.” Liberty, again, inhering as it 
does in the good will, ajnd in that will only,'*'f^’ 
n®t a pov'cr of pursuing any and every object, 
but twpower of pilrsuing those objects which the 
good w^ll prevents to itself. '^^n a w^ord, it has 
two qualities. It h positive — a freedom to do 
Something, not a freedom from having some- 
thing done to one It is determinate — a free- 
dom to (,lo something of a definite character, 
something which possesses the quality of being 
w^orth doing, ^nd not any and everytliing. 

Self-consciousness, then, postulates liberty. 
The self, must not only know itself, but also 
will itself, in tJie sense of willing the ideal 
olijects with which it has identified itsc^lf, or 
rather, is seeking to identify itself, lint the 
self is not only conscious of itsiif; it is also 
conscious of other selves. Moreover, it is con- 
scious of tliern.as of like nature with itself — 
endo\>Tinl with the same good will, and pre- 
senting to themselves thc'Mt!me objects. Ther;.^=^ 
fore tile “ srmething done or enjoyed ” must 
>e sometliii!|T tha,t we do or enjoy in Common 
vith others.’’ Nor is this ail. The self not 
inly wills tfhe good of itself (such a ccncej)tion 
)f self is merely abstract and therefore unreal) ; 
t wills* the goodness of itself /in relation to 
>thcrs. It wills the goWness of its relatiorrs^ 
vith others ; if wills the goodnes5 otthe society 

B 
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duties. The one obligation can ’•be^ /and 
ultimately is, enforced by law ; the^ oth^: 
cannot. In the one case the recognrtion of 'the 
moral consciousness, when it is -sufficiently 
general and sufficiently explifeit— when “ opin* 
ion is ripe ” — passes into a law, with external 
sanctions attached to its breach : in the other 
case^ it never can. The ground for this dis- 
""Vh'/ction we shall see kter, when w^e come to 
discuss the province of sfate-action. So far 
as we have gone, it is sufficient if we realist two 
things. On the hand the rights of which 
Green speaks are so far related to law that they 
can be and ultimately are embodied in law ; and 
they are so far related to morality that their 
value lies in their service to the moral i^nd, and 
their source is to be found in the moral con- 
sciousness of man. On the other hand they 
are distinct from law, because the actual 
rights embodied in the actual law of arcommu- 
nity never quite square with an ideal system; 
and they are distinct from morality, because 
they are enforecalde (whether or no they are 
actually enforced) by external sanctions, and 
morality is not, and cannot be, thus enfoiced.^ 

Rights are enforceable, and "udeed have to 
be enforced. Here we pass beyond tlt^o-con- 
t ption as yet attaWd — the conception of a 
society of sci^vcs, conscious of one^another and 
consciouS' of a cominop end, f^nd therefore 
recognising one another and the common end — 

^ “Law defines existing legal rights; Ethics defines 
moral rights; Politics defines those moral rights which" 
would bo legally enforceable' if law w’cre what it ought 
to bo.” — Jethro Brown, Underlying Principles of Modem 
Legislation^ p."192 
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; ‘v\l* turn to speak of sovereignty, that is to 

say^ of the? power which enforces rights. That 
there must be such a power in a society is 
pbvious; for iHte good will necessarily recog- 
nises rights, the actual will of the members of a 
society does not. Now the rrtoral end, and 
freedom to fulfil that end, being absolute^ 
imperative, and all rigj[jts being the absolutely^ 
necessary' conditions of the attainment of 
’ffee<Jom and the#fulfilment of that moral end, it 
follows tliaii! the rights necessary for the free 
action* of a good \^il] direci^ to Ihe rnoraWnd 
must be secured even at the cost of coercion 
of the actual will. Here we reach the paradox, 
the unavoidable paradox, of state-action. 
It uses* force to create freedom. In order to 
face this ]y.i{sAox we have to inquire, in the 
first place what is the body that uses force, and 
in the second place how far its action is en- 
dorsed by tlie living and active wnll of the 
members of the society. 

The sovereign authority which uses force 
must in thf: ultimate analysis be reduced to the 
society itself, or rather to the (‘ommon con- 
sciousness of a common end which constitutes 
the t^oeiety. If that consciousness creates 
rights, it creates the sovereignty which is the 
condition o| their maintenance. If, theref<fE*e 
w^e give the name of general will tcT th’« common 
consciousness of rf co!nmon end, expressed in a 
common will directed to the realisation of ^ \al ‘ 
end, we may say that the “ ^ neral Is 

sovereign Ultimately this is true; but a 
more ivanslic analysi:?, which* faces tne fa^ts 
of political life more closely, will reduce the 
term sovereign to a narrowTi^-dunension. It* 
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will assign the term sovereign to “ the^d^fer- 
minate human superior in receipt »{ hnbiiual 
obctlience” of whom Austin spoke, but it 
will do so upon condition that behind that 
superior, determining his wilf and inspiring 
his acts, is recSognised the general will whose 
aj^ent he is, and whose purposes he exists to 
and to realise. This must not be 
confuscid with the assertion that the ultimate 
sovereign, de jure or de facti), if the peb})le^ ft' 
is rather an assertion that the ultimate moving 
force which inspires and ^eoiitfols political 
action is a spiritual foreo — a cornnion eon- 
vietiou that makes for righteousn(‘ss, a* common 
conscience that alone can arm the ministers 
find agents of the coniinunity witli^ power. 
That c('nvicfi"n or conscience at^pnee creates 
rights, crcalcs i.k, i. v; or system of rules by 
iviilcJi tliose rights are maintairuab and creates 
the sovereign whose mission it is to eiiunciate 
and enforce that law^ and to sustain in full 
vigour and in complete harmony with one 
anotlier ali the living institutions^ which are 
the ecu Crete embodiment of rights anrl of 
law. 

A common will may thus be exjuessed m the 
whole life of tlie Sf^he, but bow shml we 
cb?iceive tlie relation of the individual will to 
this common will? Or rather (for the anti- 
thesis between the individual aiul the social 
vvill is abstract and false, since the social wnll 
can only be the will of individuals), can we 
believe the reality and conscious presence of 
the common will in all, or even in many of tlie 
m.embcrs of the State? It w'ould at any rate 
?^eem absurd'^tc' speak of its conscious presence 
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Untaught and underfed denizen of a 
London yjird with gin shops on the rigid, hand 
and on the left.’’ Green faces the dilliculty 
with sobriety ^nd caution. After all, he 
urges, the moral obligations which we all 
acknowl(‘(ige spring from the same source from 
which political subjection arises; and so far as 
we have a lively conscience of the one, so far are. 
wc assenting to the other. In any case we all 
'Tf u^ do*, liabitivxll/ and spontaneously, recog- 
nise others mid claim recognition for ourselves 
t s pos’^^essors* of rights in orf*ordinary relations 
of wage-payers and wage-earners, buyers and 
sellers ; <uid this implies, however unconscious 
we may be of the implication, “ the needful 
lementary conception of a common good 
v.iaintained ^)y law,” It is true that this makes 
us no more than loyal subjects ” ; it is true that 
to rise to the lunght of ‘‘ intelligent pjitriot- 
ism,” a* man must have a share in the work 
of the State, and must act as a member, or at 
any rate vote for the members, of national of 
provincial^ assemblies. But Green does not 
(inter into the problems of democracy or of 
political reform in his Lectures. As we have 
seen^Jie is content to analyse and elucidate the 
presu{)positiofis implici^,in the actual life of 
existing states; Jie is content to show that The 
fundamental premiss of democraSy, “ will, 
not force, is^ the*baSis of the Slate,” always 
is and niiyist be present in every State. He is- 
unwilling to make a truth which is* universal 
co-extensive with any particular machinery; 
rfor wopld he imperil s«eh a truth by any over- 
emphasis of ft particular application. We know 
from his actual caretT, and w’^e hiay gather from* 
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the logic of his own principles, that he btrlicTed 
in representative government ^nd a^wide fran- 
chise. Cut it is what the State can do and 
should do with its powers that interests liirri 
more than its machinery; it is the social 
problems of th'e land and of drink that engage 
I>is attention most. 

_But before we turn to these problems, we 
have to notice another ‘problem in the relation 
of the individual to the cortimnnity. We haV^e' 
not only to consider whether by any actual or 
conscious will tTre?* individual endorses the 
action of the State; we have also to inquire 
whether, if at all, he can refuse to aee(‘pt its 
ruling. The problem of resistance is one 
bound to arise in a democratic coiiimunity 
where the people may readily claijn to disobey 
the law which the peoj>le has made : , it is 
particularly apt to arise under a party system, 
M^hcn one party feels strongly that a la’vv or dct 
of government is merely tlie law or act of an 
oj)posile party, and is only based on a tempor- 
ary majority which has pcrhaf)s beei’i gained on 
some rother issue. Green’s treatment of the 
question is sober and cautious, and reminds one 
in some ways of the treatment of the jpame 
question in Plato’s ^Avology and Crito. The 
pFbblem is one of conlliet between loyalty to 
natural i;'gbts and obedience to H.he i*ule of 
law. Tile eoiieeption of naturral rights depends 
ayion the fact that the actual and legal scheme 
of rights ieeogiused by a given community at a 
given time is not necessarily perfect. .There 
are other rights — other conditions necessary 
for the free development of a capacity actually 
existing in Individuals or groups — which in 
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actefij are not recognised, but which 
neverthelgss it is to the common benefit to 
recognise, since the capacity in question is a 
.capacity for doing something for the common 
•good. To disiiflguish such rights from legal 
rights proper wc may give them,^is wc have seen, 
the name of natural rights, provided that wc ^o 
not mean thereby that they are the rights of 
primitive and solitary individuals, but only 
that they are innate in the constitution of men 
wlien living in S. society of other men, and are 
the “.natural ” or proper ^»nditions of life in 
such- a society. These natural rights mt^ be 
recognised by the general social conscience of 
such a society, and yet not be recognised by 
its la’vijs : they may, indeed, only be rccog- 
lised by those, perhaps the merest minority, 
who claim their possession. How far do they 
warrant resistance to the actual law of the 
cornmujnity which embodies the rights it has 
actually recognised? llow^ far, for instance, 
could a sympathiser wdth the cause of the 
negro slaye resist the master's l(‘gal riglit of 
property over the slave in the name of the 
natural right of the slave to be a free man ? In 
order to give an answer to this question we must 
distinguish twitween a natural right alreatly 
implicitly acknowledgc-I^by social conscience, 
and a nat*iral right not thus ^dcnowledged® 
and we ma}|Conc^de; to the former w/?at we can 
'.ardly concede to the latter. The reason for 
the distihetion is plain. Tlie nat*iral right 
is indeed a necessary condition of a full general 
welfare, which can only be attained 4:h rough 
the libtjration of the capacity of every possHile 
contributor; but the whole system of riglit 
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already legally acknowledged is also. 
condition, or rather it is a whole set of such 
conditions. Here we see the need for obedi- 
ence to the rule of law. We must not sacrifice 
what is almost the whole for tRe sake of a part ; 
w^e must not risk social chaos, and the disturb- 
ance of the existing system of rights, for the 
sake of adding a new element to the system. 
i:>iit when tlicre is already an implicit social 
acknowledgnu^nt of the ebaim to a f-natiira! 
right, we know tliat there is no possibility of 
such sacrifice orsu^'h risk.- The same force of 
a cemunon soc'ial consciousriesfs wliich is the 
ullimate siislniiK^r of legal riglits, is here 
icvisting l(‘gal rights for the sake of their 
;d er jxirlcction. When, how(‘ver, thc'*e is no 
i ;,oiieit acknowledgment of tlic claim to a 
n'a-l right, resistance in the name of such a 
Ml' )l loses its moral justification, and a quiet 
p 'opiiganda for the creation of such rcknow- 
iedgnu^nt becomes the first stej> which must be 
tak(m before any resistance can be justifiable. 
l]ut even wlien every condition is satisfied, it 
only follows that resistance is possibly justifi- 
able ; it does not follow that it is obligatory. 

We liave not only to conVeive of the 
Slate in relation to individuals; but also in 
r(‘i.ition to groups, wlteilicr the lesser groups 
of fainilVj.or profession which it comtains, or 
the larg(‘r group, the “■ univer.^al i)K>therhood,** 
in which we may regard it as coulaiiu^d. That 
the State ;s ''a society of societies” Green 
clearly recognises; and his phrase show^s a 
grasp of the conception which Gierke, in hks 
ey,plafuit ion of the “federal”, theory of 
Altliusius aiid.dn his own treatise on the 



Tl^ft STATE AND OTHER SOCIETIES 43 ’ 

(jf ^'orporations, has emphasised. Not 
oliiy so, lyit Green recognises tliat tliese con- 
taihed societies— ^societies presupposed, and 
•not created by the State — have their own 
•inner system dDf* riglits, which arises out of 
their nature as societies. Tlu^rc is a system 
of riglits and duties, for instance, which 
membership of a family, as siieli and in itself, 
entails. The right cKcrciscd by the State 
Qver tliw‘ family, an4 over all similar societies, 
is alright of adjustment. The State adjusts 
for its ^system of rigl^« internally } and 
it adjusts each system ol rights to the Test 
externally. Such adjustment has two im- 
[dications. On the one hand, the rights so 
adjuster! arc henceforth held by the individual 
from the State, and enjoyed by him as a 
citizen of the State, just because they have 
been adjusted by the Slate, and because they 
are guaranteed in the form to which they 
have bc<'n adjusted. On the other hand, the 
State which made the adjustments has a 
certain fii^ality in virtue of its power. Be- 
cause it is the source of tliese adjustments, it 
must be the ultimate power : it it were not 
so, and if it •were itself adjusted, it would 
not be such a source. But such finality, or 
if we like siuth sovereigMy, must not be con- 
strued as irresponsibility. Tlu^ State must* 
not be conc?\YC(].in^vacuo, or as an^almighty 
Leviathan cfwelling in solitude. It stands in 
relation to other states, and it must adjust 
itself to those relations in the light of the 
epneeption of a “ universal brotherhood.” 
tiere we touch one of the most distinctive^of 
Green’s eoiicejitions — a corveeption which 
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formed the theoretical jiistificatidu .or an 
attitude towards war that w^as a;lready in- 
stinctive in his mind. 

In establishing the conception of a uni- 
versal brotherhood, Green starts from the 
right to life.. That right was originally 
recognised by the members of each particular 
society as inlierent in one another, and in 
one another only. The stranger was outside 
the pale, and his life might be taken iwithout 
breach of right. Gradually the influence of 
Roman law and- of Christianity has led to 
the universal admission and recognition of 
the riglit to life as inherent in all men, simply 
in virtue of the fact that they are men. Such 
a universally recognised right implies> as its 
correlative and guarantor, a universal society. 
Yet while we thus admit, at any rate im- 
plicitly, the right of all men to life, we take 
it lor granted that the exigencies of the State 
in war neutralise the riglit; „ and while an 
admission of such a right logically implies 
the idea of one society of rnanki^ul, we are 
apt to supj)Ose that in international dealings 
that idea can have no place. Green insists 
on consistency. The right to life was violated, 
and wrong was done, when an Austrian soldier 
Wo+s shot down by Italian fighting in the 
* name of a f^ee and united Italy.-. Nor does 
it make the wrong right, that ^ such killing 
should be the only way of attaining tlie ideal 
object of a free and united Italy. ' The dis- 
union of Italy, wdiich only war could end, is 
not anuiltimate fact, such as alone could giye 
ail absolute justification to war. That dis- 
union is itsolfnthe result of wrong-doing in 
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tKb;p^ast;. and the most we are entitled to 
, say of th^ Italian soldier is that he was only 
doing wrong, as he did when he killed his 
.Austrian enemy, in order to cure another 
wrong. War can never be absolutely right : 
it can only be relatively righl, in the sense 
that it is a “ cruel necessity ” which has to 
be faced for the sake, of undoing something' 
wrong in the condition of the States engaged 
* m war.* War is not an essential attribute of 
the State as such, in its proper condition; it 
is rather tlie attribute of^ a particular st%te, 
in its imperfect actuality. It may be rela- 
tively right, in the sense of being a wrong 
which has to be done in order to right a 
wrong but the wrong that is righted — the 
disunion of#Italy, for instance — still remains 
wrong ; and those who committed that 
ancient wrong are in their dusty graves 
responsible for the new wrong which jnits it 
right. There is guilt somewhere; there can- 
not but be guilt somewhere. And just as 
the ideal object which may involve a war 
docs not condone the guilt, so neither*do the 
moral virtucs^which w’^ar may call into play. 
War may elicit patriotism; but till the field 
of peaceful patriotism ^in the conquest of 
nature forJLhc s^^rvice of man and the libcira-. 
tion of man’s capacities has utteirly 

exhausted, <here is no need of any resort to 
w ar. And Green dreamed, sober anc^ practical 
as he w^as, of the ending not only of the need, 
but eV^en of the imj)ulse. If w^xr is tl^^c attri- 
bute ol the imperfect State, then it follows 
that the less imperfect States^ become, the^ 
less wars are likely to arisfe. The better 
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organised each State, the freer must lfe*tfife 
intercourse of its members with thoA'e of oiher 
States; the freer that intercourse, the greater 
must be the sense of commoa jnterests ; the. 
greater tins sense, tlie more real must be the 
common society whicli it implies. And thus 
‘‘'the dream of an international court with 
authority resting on Jthe consent of inde- 
pendent States may come to be realised.” 
All this argument, which eoKstitutes*' onp oi 
the finest and strongest parts of his Lectures, 
illu'^Cc.rales Green’s dcpaiturrc froni neger(wlio 
could hold that ‘‘the &l. vtc oi war shov/s the 
omuip()t(‘nce of the State in its individuality ”) 
and proves his fellowslii}) whlh the spirit of 
Rrigiit. lie at any rate was far removed from 
any conception of the omni})oteuce or irre- 
sponsibility of the State. 

But the su])remc limitation on tlie State 
ies in its own essence. Its fun(*tion is essen- 
tially, (Jrecn conceives, a n(‘gativc function. 
It is limited to the removal of obstructions 
that lie before human capacity as iV see ks to 
do “ things wortli doing.” 'J'he State has 
no positive moral function of making its 
inernbers better: it has tlie negative moral 
fuiu'tion of removing^he obsta(*ics which pre- 
.yent them f^om making themselves better. 
The foundation of this view rests on Green’s 
coneeption of the nature of moLal goodness 
in the individual, and of tlie nature of the 
means and methods of action which the 
State c.^n employ. In his view of the iiature 
of. both Green is greatly influcneed by Kant. 
His coneeption of the nature of goodness in 
the individual Is determined by the Kantian 
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imiiSplc of the free will willing itself, and by 
corrcfiative princi])lc that a good act is 
only good when it is done “ from a sense 
* of duty ” in tUe doer, and not when it is 
in its own ext'ernal character dutiful. Action 
freely self-determined, in the* sense of being 
determined by the free wdll acting undtT 
a sense of a duty ^ owed by oneself to 
oneself, is the only moral action. To the 
nn\^ardTiess of .sucTi a will all State action 
must in its nature be external. State action 
cannot ensure thq doing oF‘a*cts from a serpt^ of 
duty : it can only ensure dutiful acts. What 
is morc> it limits the area of acts done from a 
sense of duty if it seeks to ensure dutiful 
acts. •What the State must therefore do, in 
order to leave intact, and even to increase, 
the ar(;a of moral action, is not to seek to 
enter into the inwardness of the free will, 
but to •ease, as it were, the ehannds for its 
issue outw'ards into action. In Green’s phrase, 
the effectual action of the State . . , seems 
iieeessarilt' to be confined to the removal of 
obstacles ” ; or again, “ the funekion of 
government is to maintain conditions of life 
in which morality shall be jiossible, and 
morality consists in the disintert s1(‘d per- 
forinance of self-imposed duti(‘S.” Such ft)n- 
ditions of nfe, as we saw befor^, nwi rights; 
and therefore w5 mHay say that the function 
of the Stute is to enforce tlie rights, and not 
to enforce (simply because it caiTnot, and 
because, l)y trying to do so, pro tanto ii 
destroA^s) the righteousness of its ineiniiers^ 
This vi(‘W may seem negative. In truth 
it is positive enough. In tli^ first j)lace, ir 
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order to maintain conditions ana refnpv:® 
obstacles, the State must positively^ interfere' 
with everythinjf tending to violate conditions 
or impose obstacles. It mwt use force to 
repel a force opposed to freedom. In the 
second place, ils ultimate purpose is always 
pdsitive. Liberation of human capacity for 
self-dcterminntion towjjrds a common good 
is that purpose; and nothing can be more 
positive. ^ A consideration of p.unishnie'nt ipay 
elicit both points, and illustrate the whole 
tlieff^y of State inft-rfcrence,. Punishment is 
not iiil!i(;l(‘d with any direct reference to the 
moral guilt of the offender in the j)art, or to 
his moral reformation in the future. If it 
were irnj)(>sed with reference to moral guilt, 
it would have to be graded according to 
degrees of moral guilt; and here we are at 
once met by the insuperable difficulty, that 
moral guilt cannot be measured by degrees, 
because we cannot enter into the recesses of 
the will to discover its intensity or quality. 
If again j)unishincnt were imposed ’tVith refer- 
ence tcv moral reformation in the future, it 
wT)uld not only lose its power as a deterrent, 
but it wajuld deprive the criminal of the 
possibility — let us rp,ther say the funda- 
jnental duty — of regenerating his own wall. 
Act\iallyji punishment is adjusted to main- 
taining the external conditions necessary for 
the free action of will : it is not adjusted to 
the inner will itself. It is a force used to 
prevent a force qpposed to freedom. A& such, 
iU. force has to be proportionate to the, oppos- 
ing force.' In other words the standard and 
""measure of puiAshment is the extent to which 
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punished is a violation, and threatens 
id produce further violations, of the external 
conditions necessary for free moral action. 
(It is always, />f course, supposed that such 
violation is fntentional, and that it is only a 
menace to freedom when it is intentional, 
and so far as it is intentional. But the 
degree of intention in the commission of an 
act is different from the degree of moral 
gyilt !n such comlmission.) 

Such a theory does not demoralise punish- 
ment, or make^it merelj^^ ^negative. Bwish- 
ment, like ali State action, has a moral pur- 
pose and a positive quality. It is moral in 
the sense that its ultimate aim is to secure 
freedTim of action for the moral will of every 
member o| the community. Again it is moral 
in the sense that the shock and jar of punish- 
ment — the interruption it entails in a course 
of wrong action probably unconsidered — must 
incidentally induce, or tend to induce (though 
it may actually fail to do so), some considera- 
tion of fhe meaning of his action in the mind 
of the criminal punished; some atfcnipt at 
the regeneration of the will; and, through 
both^ some^ liberation of capacity for self- 
determination towards a common good. In- 
deed punishment cannot in any full ♦sense 
attain own proper purpos^e, which is the 
reassertioj. of XheValidity of rights, uiihiss it 
producf^ some consciousness of that validity 
in the offender; and that consdiousness to 
be effective must be due not to the mere 
fe(?ling that there is*external force behind the 
riglits, but to the further feeling that tliere 
is some higher and more tnfernal sanctioier 
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In this way we may see that punishrfiqnC 
Jias indirect as well as direct effects. Directly^ 
it is a lorce preventive of a force opposed to 
rights — a force qiiai\til:y must be 

adjusted to the quantity of that other force 
(as measured by the destruction of rights 
whicli it f)roduces), and whose purpose must 
be its anniliilation and, througli its annihila- 
tion, the restoration of ^the whole scheme of 
rights o})posed. indirectly ppnishmeht js, 
and in order to be effectually preventive must 
be, ndorma^ion of the wdlh or rather *(for 
the will can oiir, og /i.i';rmecl ffom within) a 
shock, whicli makes possible tlie criminal’s 
reformation of his own will. Ev(rn in this 
latter asp(‘et punishnumt is still a “ reriioval 
of obstacles”; for the obstacle which the 
criniinal op])oses is not only a force, but a wnll. 

As has already been said, it w^as social 
questions which interested Green most. ' Two 
of llicse— the question of education and the 
C| west ion of temperance — his own exoerienee 
c>f life' had brought home to him very* closely ; 
and to th.esc may be added a third in which 
he was also especially coneerne/i — the pro- 
hltun of [)ropcrty in land. It may seem at 
first siglit a eontradi^dion of his negative 
fojmhia, that on all three issues (ireeii is in 
favour of • hat appears to be a considerable 
degree of state-intervention. ^Tha^" there is 
really no such contradict ion his Icc^lure at 
Leicester in 1881, on Liberal Legislation and 
Freedom ^oj Contract, ainp.ly shows. Apart 
fron?. any loftier argurneilts, the answer. may 
^ put on one siinpl(‘ ground. “AVe must 
take men as we biul them’'; and if we find 
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.‘Jhcm stumbling over obstacles of ij^norance, 
’Or drink* or pauperism, we must intervene to 
remove the ignorance, the drink and the 
pauperism. ^We must not postulate, like 
Herbert Spencer in The Man versus the State, 
an enlightened business man* calmly ealeulat- 
ing in his office what are the purf)oses to 
winch the State mi^st limit its action in a 
hypothetical })rosj)ectus if he is to [)e(‘onie a 
sharcfiolcl(T, and forgetting in the process 
not only what this immemorial State has done 
for Ihe coifntles^ generations of the })as^ l.)ut 
also what its inlinite activities do for the 
countess business dealings of to-day. We 
must^ rather postulate a landless ])rolciari;il(% 
with the irurrained habits of ages <«f scrfilom ; 
overworked women, ill-housed and untaught 
iamiiios : “ gin -sloops on the right haml and 
Mie leftd^ If we start from tliis l)asis- and 
i. is*tlie only basis from which a social 
conscience can start— it is plain tliat there 
is run eli^ “ removal of obstacles ’’ to be done, 
vliich cannot be stopped by any ])lea eillier 
of natural rights, or vested rights* or any 
other rights^ or again by any doctrine, how- 
ever honest-ly propounded, of the in cd of 
leaving scope for free ^ill to ride triunifdiant 
of itself over illiteracy, intem[)eran(‘<^ and 
indigence. This latter doctrine mwst in par- 
ticular ha strenuously repudiated. An un- 
critical idealism too readily runs into the 
error of claiming everything for free wo II, as 
if ffee will were something iiuh'pcmdent of 
and #^uperior to exITernal conditions, amj no 
adjustment of such conditions were neees»ary 
for its freedom. The external conditions 6i" 
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life are not external in the sense that they 
stand outside a consciousness whicti is in- 
dependent of them. They are in the con- 
sciousness, and they have ne existence for 
man except in so far as they are in his con- 
sciousness. If tHey are in his consciousness, 
they are part of the self, and self-determination 
means determination by a self of which they 
are part. Self-consciousness cannot exist 
apart from its content; and if the conte'it 
include “ external ” things that are evil, the 
detei mining self will determine its’elf accord- 
ingly. Any critical idealism must admit the 
vital importance of “ external things; and 
a political theory based upon it must recog- 
nise that if the State has any duty, it has 
the duty of so adjusting external conditions, 
that the self into whose self-determination 
they enter shall not necessarily determine 
itself by evil to evil. 

The State is entitled on grounds such as 
these to make education compulsory.” The 
father, on his side, has no ‘ vested ” right to 
leave hist son in ignorance; the son, on his 
side, has a capacity for doing things worth 
doing ” — worth doing for him, and worth 
doing for the cominujiity — which the com- 
munuy, for his sake and its own sake, has 
tlie right to liberate by removing the ignorance 
that hinders the action of his capaci ty. There 
is a right to knowledge in the son,- just as 
mucli as tiie.e is a right to life and liberty, 
and just for the same reason — that there is a 
capacity for freely fulfilling a social funiction 
to ‘the advantage of the community. We 
^should be inconsistent if we gave the one 
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aficl not the other : and the State has 
‘the ‘‘right” to give and to guarantee both, 
because the State has always a “ right ” to 
give and to guarantee to each subject, against 
all other suUje*cts, anything that is his right. 
As with ignorance, so with ii/tcn ] Tcau c. If 
the gin-shop is an “ external ” thing that is 
evil, and if intemperance is as much a “ hin- 
drance ” and an “obstacle” as ignorance, 
the State may a»k its citizens “ to limit, or 
e^cn altogctlfer to give up, < the not very 
pregious lil,)crty of buying 4 ind selling alcj^hol, 
in order that;tlrey may become more free to 
exercise the faculties and im{)rovc ilie talents 
which* God has given them.” It makes no 
diffci^mee that in the one case the State f)uts 
compulsion on the father for the sake of the 
son, and tn the other it puts compulsion on 
each and all hn’ the sake of each and all. The 
one legitimate challenge to Green’s {)osition 
would lie in urging that the liberty of buying 
and selling alcohol does not necessarily con- 
stitute f hindrance, as ignorance ncce‘ssarily 
does; or in contending that prohibition is 
not in pari materia with compulsory educa- 
tion, because })rohibition interferes with tem- 
perance as as with intemperance, while 

compulsory education^ only iiit erf eres^,^ with 
absolute tgnomncc. ? • 

We turn to •pra[)erty. Its basis is n(‘ccs- 
sarily th^i^/basis of all other riglits. Property 
is a condition nf?cessary for th(‘ frc*c jilay of a 
capacity which can be exertc'd for the common 
.benefit : it is the queans of realisir’rg a will, 
which in possibility is a w’ill directed to silc'ial 
good,” Thus the fundaruetitHl right - 
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and liberty postulates as its corollaries^” on 
the one hand, as we have seen, the right‘.of' 
knowledge, and on the other hand, as we 
now see, tVie right of property/ As Aristotle 
said, property is “ a sum ol instruments ” 
necessary and useful to the individual for pro- 
moting the best life of the community. Such 
a principle may seem vague. To some it may 
seem io justify all private property, as a 
ne(X‘ssary ordinance of society : to others it 
may seem to condemn private property, sirice 
property, as it now exists in the hands of 
capu^ilisl s, tends to be used without any regard 
to the claims of social obligation. Green runs 
to neither of these extremes. On the one hand, 
he concedes much to the claims of private 
property. He urges that if property is a 
means of realising a will potentialbj directed 
to social good, it is necessary, not that this 
means sliould always and actually be used 
for the social good (an impossible ideal, which 
would involve an impossibly inquisitorial 
State), but that it should always be able so 
to be used. On this ground he defends 
property in capital. There is nothing in its 
essence which is anti-social, (^n the con- 
trary, it is constantly being distributed through 
the community in wa^cs to labourers and in 
p'^ofits to those who are engagcvi in exchange ; 
nor is tlierV! anything in the fact that labourers 
are hired in masses by capitalists prevent 
them from being on a small scale capitalists 
themselves. On the same ground of potential 
social value Green also defends inequality of 
property. The social good requires ' that 
, 'Afferent men should fill different positions in 
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t^e social whole. Different positions require 
■4i-£fercnt •means ; and in this way differences 
of property are potentially (though they may 
not be actuallyj for the good of society, and 
for this reason wiey may properly be recog- 
nised by the social conscience. Moreover, 
apart from such direct consideration of social 
function, it requires a strong argument to 
countervail the presufln})tion in favour of free- 
,dom for the individual to acquire and possess, 
in whatever measure, the means of realising a 
will potentially for the socitd good. It is fi^ily 
by the free actioh of individual wulls that the 
social good is attained; and iiusiuality of 
property may be regarclcd as the iieec^ssary 
price k)r that free action.- ( )n the other hand, 
we have to remember that some amount of 
freedom is*needed for every will in the com- 
munity. Now the need of some freedom for 
every .will is a presumption against leaving 
absolute freedom to a few w'ills, if we run the 
risk of finding the fn'cdom of t])e many de- 
feated by tlial of the few. If the free will 
requires private property as a n)caqs of its 
realisation, all free wills require private' pro- 
perty ; and the system of ])rivate pro[)erty 
must be such that all wills can find, and 
■ ; far as possi})le do finS., such means. 3lir]ius 
i ny kind ^>f pr*operty which renlise^ the wdfi 
of one man, at ^he* expense of stopping the 
realisatiopi>^of the will of many, is nistantly 
condemned. 

No)v it is certain that under our sysiiin 
Qf property many n\cn, wlio possess* only a 
power* of labour and the right to sell it t<^ a 
capitalist for bare daily brcwid, “ might as 
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well, in respect of the ethical purposes* ^licji 
the possession of property should jferve, .be- 
denied rights of property altol^cther.” Where 
shall we lay the blame for this melancholy 
result ? On the whole system ^of property ? 
or on one part of that system? It was the 
latter answer which Green gave. It was in 
the condition of one part of the system of 
property that he saw the fount and origin of 
evil ; it was landed property, as it existed in 
England, of which he disapproved. * Such 
premorty, he held,' is unique. It is unique in 
that it is limited : “ the capital gained by one 
is not taken from another, but one man cannot 
acquire more land without others having less.” 
It is unique in that it is the basis on, which 
the whole tower of modern society rests : 
“ from it alone can be derived the materials 
necessary for any industry : on it men must 
find house-room; over it they must nass in 
communicating with each other.” Unique 
in its nature, landed property has been unique 
in its history. In the first place the original 
appropriation was in most countries effected 
by force. Again the metliod of exploita- 
tion, by means of a system of^ serfdom, has 
left consequences which are with us to this 
da\v> “ Landless couKtrymen, whose ancestors 
Y/cre serfs, ar.^ the parents of 'the proletariate 
of great towns.” Finally, the process of 
history has thrown land into thediands of a 
few; and the development of the law, in the 
form of family settlements, has prevented 
tlun^e fcw from alienating their land, wliile 
it nas given them rights of “ doing what they 
' would with ths'ir own ” which have made 
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Iali{l,'"‘tbe basis of the community’s life, less 
cbhtroHetf in the interest of the society tlian 
any other commodity. It is thus to the sys- 
tem of landed •pro[)erty that Gre(‘n -( I'ms 
inclined to aSsign the creation of a prole 
tariate, neither holding nor seeking proptTty. 
On a wide view of history one cannot buc 
admit that there is mych truth in the indict- 
ment, though one may plead in extenuation 
both the good .that great landlords have in 
many ways done in the past, and th(‘ evil 
which many* capitalists, only too true to the 
bad traditions" of the old agrarian system, 
are in various ways doing to-day. Nor need 
we quarrel with Green’s practical proposals 
for the*amelioration of that system as ext reme. 
He is opposed to family settlements, inimical 
as they are both to the freedom of the owner 
and to the interest of the community, which 
tiemanefe, “ as a mainstay of social order and 
contentment, a class of small proprietors tilling 
tlicir owm land.” He would have the com- 
munity assert the control it has hitherto failed 
to exert over the exercise of the rights of 
private property in land; and he would urge 
that such control must be close, since the thing 
co!jitrollcd is so absolut^dy unique. On the 
other hanc^he ojqects to the apyropriatiotl oi^ 

“ unearned increment ” by the Stat^, on the 
ground th^ it coufd scarcely be attemj)ted 
without grave detriment to individual initia- 
tive, which might otherwise be directed to the 
improvement of the land, and thereby^to the 
s6rvice,of society. 

Over thirty years have pasjed since Gre^n 
wrote, and to-day a radical idealist might \ 
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censure as mere conservatism both some 6f liis 
social analysis, as for instance his treatrrient 
of capital, and some of his. suggestions of 
social })olicy, as for instance his advocacy of a 
class of small proprietors and his deprecation 
of any attempt' to appropriate unearned incre- 
ment. But what matters is rather his prin- 
ciples than his analysis of a particular set 
of conditions or liis suggestions of a particular 
policy. If his principles are true, each ^ge 
can progressively interpret their meaning to 
its own needs. Of his .general principles 
wc may at any rate say one thing, lie 
has seized the philosophy of Greece and of 
Germany, and interpretcci it for Englishmen 
witii a full measure of English caution, and 
with a full reference to that deep sense of 
the “ lib(*rty of the subject ” and that deep 
distrust of “ reason of state/’ which marks 
all Kuglislimen. Partly to this, and partly to 
the iiiiiucnce of Kant, we may ascribe his firm 
hold on the worlli of the individual, lie set's 
tlie ivuii vidua], indeed, not as an unrelated and 
thcrcfo.-»'(‘ unreal atom, but as a member of 
stn i. ly; and he secs that the free will of the 
individual must he used not fn willing any 
anti every objtrct, or in willing objects mi- 
re 1 j tied to the t)bj(‘ets of others, but in willing 
ideal obj.'ets which, as such, are common to 
itself and all other wills.' . Ifut tl^* individual 
neverthek^ss remains the basis of all i^ls tliought. 
Gre en is ut>t trammelled by any idealisation of 
the majesty of the State; he is more of an 
Bristol el iaii than a Pkvtonist, and more of a 
Kantian than a Hegelian. lie feels that a 
true polilieal Bveory must recognise tlie essen- 
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trril ini]'»oscd UDon the State, in all its 

ihc will oi tlie iiicnvidua], by its 
own nature as 'a veliicle of force. He feels 
.thiJt a true the^rj' must also recognise tlie limits 
imposed on the State by the conception of 
a universal brotherhood. The State is limited 
within; it is also limited without. On the 
internal limit (ireen laid particular emphasis. 
' "rhe gallic of the institutions of civil life lies 
m'tlieir operafion as giving reality to the 
ea|iaeitie.s of will and reasoiuin thf^ e!uu\aei^rs 
(/! [)crsons.”* '"The life of the nation ha.< no 
f-ea) existence except as the hfe o[ ti e indi- 
vi({uals ‘ com})Osing tlic nation.” ih( one 
^-taialajd of national welfare' is Viortli of 
KTsons.” Mill would i?ave endep^'d these 
'/ords: imb'od lie liimself wrote v/okIn v ihc'h 
were practically idcmtieal. On this Pads of 
“the worth of persons” Or'er-n. hi,e Mill, 
erceted a dFslinetion, wliich might serve to 
iirmt tlie powt'r of the State and to (h feiid the 
fEcedom the iiulividual, betwc'cn ads which 
tlie State can control and acts wliich it cannot 
touch. There is a great difference, hTavevcr, 
between the di^Jtinetion made by Mill a,n:i that 
made by Green. Mill makes a false* di,-.tinetion 
betwefui self-regarding mrid otlier- regarding 
actions. Green »niakcs a true distinction be-t 
■«ween outward actiops necessary and Valualjlc 
for the maj/itenance of rights — actions which 
the State can secure by external forc'i* because 
they are external — and actions [)n)eecding 
from an inward will, wdiich are only valuable 
when th(‘y proceed from such a will and w'hidr 
therefore ea*nnot be secured l^y,any externlil 
force. The one type of action not only may 
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blit ought to be enforced, because such fenlorce- 
ment is necessary to worth of person's : the 
other type of action not only cannot but 
ought not to be enforced, because enforce- 
ment is detrimental to such worth. And yet 
we must remember, even while we emphasise 
the limits imposed on the State by this dis- 
tinction, that the State has a final moral value, 
and is majestical, even in its limits ai\d even 
because of its limits. If it does not interft^re 
with morality, it is for the sake of morality 
that it refrains : if it does interfere with ex- 
ternal acts, it is also for the sake of morality 
that it intervenes. It is a moral being, ani- 
mated by a moral purpose. If we do not take 
our morality from it, from it we tatce the 
rights which are the conditions of morality, 
and through it therefore we are moral. The 
State is the source and giver of our rights. 
Rights may have existed in the family before 
they existed in the State; when the State has 
come and guaranteed those rights, they exist 
in the State and proceed from the State. Ideal 
rights ihay be conceived which are not in the 
State : only when they are in it do they become 
real rights. We may be right to challenge the 
State in the name of ideal rights : we should 
have no conc'^ption of any rights without the 
State, if we challenge the State, we must 
challenge it in fear and trembling The pre- 
sumption is always against us. "fhe whole 
system of acknowledged rights is almost certain 
to claim, and to deserve, a higher allegiance 
than the most ideal of ideal rights. 
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THE IDEALIST SCHOOL — BRADLEY AND 
BOSANQUET 

A PRESENTATION of the State more Hegelian 
than that attempted by Green appears in 
the chapter of Mr. Bradley’s Ethical Studies 
entitled “ My Station asad its Duties.” Briefly, 
ai^jl perhaps for *that reason erroneously, 
it may be said that this chapter combines 
the J^latonic conception of* “ justice ” vf^th 
the Ilegelian conefe})tion of Sittlichkcit. Plato 
had conceived justice (or more properly 
righteousness — the fulfilment of the whole 
duty of man) to be attained in a community, 
and in its members, when each meml»er took 
his post o]* station in the community, nnd 
discharged faithfully and solely the function 
of tliat^ f)ost or station. Hegel, again, had 
conceived of a social righteousness — there is 
no English word for Sittlichkcit — wliich w^as 
neither tl*e subjective morality of an inward 
conscience nor the external legality of nuTc 
law, but blended and transcended both. 
Social righteousness is a spirit and habit of 
life expressed in the social opinion and en- 
forced by the social (X)nscience of a *free 
people; it» is cst one and the •same time » 
mind or self-consciousness, because it is a 
spirit, an(b> a thing or external existence, 
because it is a visible system of Imbit and 
conduct. By it our relations to one another 
arc controlled; and since our relations flow 
from onr position or station in the community 
• — or rather* since the sum of jthe relations m 
Cl 
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which we stand constitutes our positityn 
station — we may say that it coixtrdls .oijr 
position or station. Social righteousness is in 
us, and we are righteous in a fuller sense than 
we can be under “ morality'”, or under law, 
when we fulfil our station among our people in 
the sense that it demands. Then the spirit of 
our people dwells in us, and “ our life is hid with 
our fellows in the common life of our people.” 

Botli Plato and Hegel thus imply the ide§ of 
a moral organism. If, as Pla\o says, there is 
a ^motion appropriate to my position .which 
it is righteousness for me tb discluirge, then, 
in order to explain my function, I must pre- 
suppose an organic moral whole or*^ system 
— organic, in the sense of determining the 
functions of its parts towards the fulfilment of 
its own final end, and moral, in tife sense that 
its final emd is moral, and its [larts are moral 
agents. If, again, as Hegel says, “ tlie spirit 
of a nation (which is a spirit of social righteous- 
ness) controls and entirely dominates from 
within each person,” so that he fci Is it to l)e 
his own very being ” and “ looks upon it as 
his absolute final aim,” then we must postu- 
late an '' organic actuality ” o5 a moral order 
to explain that s])irit. It is this conception of 
a moral organism which Bradley urges. It is 
umplicd in daily exjierience, and ibis the only 
explanation of that experience. In fact, 
what we call an individual man iti^what he is 
because of and by virtue of community, and 
communities are not mere names, but, some- 
thing real.” Already ^at birth the child .is 
■’What he is in virtue of communities : *he has 
something of ]ke family character, something 
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of the •nntional character, sonietliin^ of the 
cj^iliseci <;haracter which conies from human 
•society; As he* grows, the community in 
which he lives pours itself into his being in 
.the language te* learns and the social atmo- 
sphere he breathes, so that the content of his 
being implies in its every fibre relations of 
community. He is what he is by inc^luding 
in his essence the relations of the social State; 
aiKl If jnorality cosisists in tlic fuirihn.ent of 
sell, it consists In the fulfilment of those re- 
lations. Rut those relatioi!^ constitute ^is 
positioii or st;iJ:jon; and therefore we may 
say that his morality consists in the fiilfilriKnit 
of his station and its duties. If we leave out 
of sigh^ for th(‘ present the qin^slion, whctlier 
the self is exhausted in the relations of the 
social Stato^ or also contains still Jiigher 
relations in a ‘‘ Kingdom of Heaven/' we may 
say tliat a man’s life w'ith its moral duties is 
in tlie main filled up by his station in that 
system of wlioles wliiclj the State is, and that 
tivis partl;^ by its laws and inslitulions, and 
still more its spirit, gives him tln^ life wliieh 
Ii(‘ does liv(‘ and ought to live.” And regr.rd- 
iiig the State a system, in whic h many 
sj)]ieres (the tauiily, for instanec) are sub- 
ordinated to one sjdiere, rmd all tlic partiei^lar 
actions of ♦individuals are subwclinatcci to- 
their various spln^res* w^e may call it a moral 
organism, .systematic wdiole informed by a 
common purpose or function. As sueh it has 
an outer side — a body of instituticais ; it has 
an inneh side — a soul or spirit wdiicdi sv.rstains 
that body. And since it is a moral organism—^ 
since, that iS to say, its parts jtre themselves ^ 
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conscious moral agents — tliat spirit lesic^ee^ in 
those parts and lives in their conspiousness. 
In such an organism — and this is ^vhere it 
differs from an animal organism, and why we 
have to use the word moral— the parts are 
conscious : they know themselves in their 
position as parts of a whole, and they therefore 
know the whole of which they are parts. So 
far as they have such -knowledge, and a will 
based upon it, so far is the moral organ i^sm self- 
conscious and self-willing; alad this is wnat 
Hj^gel means by speaking of the State as a 
“seif-conscious” ethical su]3s|anee, a self- 
knowing and self-actualising individual.” The 
will and the knowledge arc the will and the 
knowledge of persons, but of persons (,1) wdio 
have as the content of their will the moral 
organism on its outer side, as a Imdy of rela- 
tions, and (2) who are aw’^are of themselves as 
willing this content, and thereby constitute 
the moral organism on its inner side as the 
sj)irit of a nation. 

Thus, on the one hand, we must recognise 
that the State lives; that there is a nation’s 
soul, scif-conscious in its citizens ; and that to 
each citizen this living soul assigns his field of 
accomplishment. Yet on the other hand we 
mu,st recognise tli at individuals live, and live 
-with all their fulness just when and just so 
mucli as they cultivate, their specific field. 
“ The breadth of my life is not ijpeasured by 
the rnultitutle of my pursuits, nor the space 
I take up amongst other men; but by the 
fulnes.. of the whole life wdiich I know as mine.” 
xhis may seem a facile reconciliation of tne 
free moral will with the system of the State, 
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a^fieVed at the cost of the suppression of one 
of' the fa(?tors apd the impossible exaltation 
of the other. And Mr. Bradley himself, while 
arguing that fulfilment of station is a good 
'enough practical canon of morality, does not 
argue that it is a perfect or complete ideal. 

It does not, indeed, affect the validity of 
such a canon of morality to contend that 
the whole scheme^ of the State, and the 
flections which it assigned, w^ere in times 
past such as our moral will cannot to-day 
recognise. That contention *can be met fey 
the reply that 4f we admit any evolution of 
man to^»^ia^ds an end, evolution involves stages 
of growth ; and in each stage the essence of 
man is* realised, as far as that stage of his 
growth permits, by the scheme of the Slate, 
which can tliercfore demand recognition from 
liis moral will. But there are other con- 
tentions. which are more vital, and these 
Mr. Bradley himself urges. The State of to- 
day may not be reconcilable with the morality 
of to-day.* The State may be in a confused or 
decadent condition; short of that, k may, 
being as it is in a state of (leveloj)ment, retain 
unresolved eleinents of its past, which are 
opposed to ideal morality^ Again, we have to 
reckon with cosmopolitan morality in the'^n-^ 
dividual, may seek to transe^md the 

function allotted lo His station in a particular 
community'; we must recognise, for instance, 
the desire to produce pliilosophic truth or 
artistio beauty of a universal value, whi(;h can 
hardly be connected wi^h the duty of a statior*^^ 
Such recognition may serve to drive us, or t© 
lift us, to the conception of a Mglier organism 
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than that of the State. By faith we may^cbi^ie 
to believe in the realisation of a so( iety of all 
humanity as a divine organic whole; or, a^ 
St. Paul wrote, we may come to see that wc 
are organs, diversely endowed, “ unto the 
building up of the body of Christ/’ which is 
fitly framed and knit together through that 
which every joint supplieth.” 

If we venture on any criticism of the doc- 
trine of ray station audits duties,” it weald 
take the following direction. Tlie full Hegelian 
d^^ ctrinc of the State is a^ doctrine of more 
than the State, and for that icason it cannot 
be accepted as a doctrine of the State. ^ Hegel’s 
State is really society as well as the State. It 
is the whole complex of influences arising from 
the fact of association. Such a synthesis is 
the result of that “ German instmet for com- 
prehension,” which, as Green says in his 
lecturcis on The English Cornmonweallh, “ hag 
no difiiculty in regarding Church and State as 
two sides of the same spiritual organism.” 
But just as we must distinguish Church 
and St/itc, so we must distinguish State and 
society. Failure to distinguish Church and 
State merges the Chureh in 11 le State, and 
produces tlie mere territorial "Chureh as an 
ap]>cndage of the territorial State ; and failure 
'to disti;iguisn State and society rhay lead to 
unlimited State regulation of life. It is safer 
to distinguish, as we in England have always 
distinguished, between society (witli its 
“ social ” atmosphere, its “ social ” morality, 
,^d it!s “ social ” institutions) and the State 
(with its political institutions, its laws, and its 
officials). Beth are sustained by the same 
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mafH purpose : they overlap, they blend, 
they bori'dw from one another. But roughly 
; .we may say that the area of the one is volun- 
' tary co-operation, its energy that of good will, 
its "method tlia* of elasticity : while the area 
of the other is rather that of mechanical action, 
its energy force, its method rigidity. If we 
draw sucli a distinction — if we thus conceive 
the State as regulating externals by force 
* (tb':>uglr always, with the ultimate aim of 
righteousness), then 'we necessarily adopt a 
more «autioui> attitude to tli^ State. It v^all 
not be a inertty ^legative attitude, or a defence 
of the “.individual ” against the State, as if 
the State wctc in its nature something hostile. 
Our all^tudc wall be rather one of n^luctance 
to fly to the ultima ratio of political mechanism 
until we are sure that we have exhausted 
social resources and found them inadequate, 
or again, until we have tried and test(*d some 
elastic social method, and found it answer so 
well and so unfailingly that it may safely be 
made int(f a binding and rigid rule enforced 
by the State. For far from defending man 
versus the State, we shall not cv(;n defend 
society versus tfie State, if the State can attain 
better than sodiety the aims which are common 

to them both.^ 

• 

^ Hegel distinguisJigs b^ween State and society (more 
properly “ civil society ”), but in a dilTercnt sense. 

“ Society ** is for him the economic organisation, with its 
system of wants, its production to meet those wants, and 
its divisitt>n of labour (resulting in differentiation of classes) 
to^carry on that production. It is the same bod 3 ^*of men 
as constikites the State, but at a lower power, and in ^ 
lower aspect, fl^he State, or political organisation, takds 
it up and transforms it into 8omethin| higher, ^ 
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Drawing this distinction, we can. 
from our different point of view*, ' much of 
Hegel’s philosophy. State a^d society, taken 
together as one, do constitute such an objec- 
tive and outward scheme of goodness as may 
form the content of our will. When we try to 
fill our place in that scheme, we may find that 
our station and its duties completely satisfy 
the demands of our moral nature. In Green’s 
phrase, we may say (1) tliat through the State 
the moral ideal receives “ increasing concrete- 
rtcss in a complex organisation of life, with 
laws and institutions, with relationships, 
courtesies and charities, with arts and, graces ” ; 
and (2) that through the State, ‘‘ through 
inheritance and education,” througli the 
operation of social institutions and arts, we 
receive a “■ corresponding discipline,” w^hich 
enables us to pursue that ideal. Yet in 
saying this, we must remember, with Green, 
the other side of the matter. We must re- 
member (1) that the State proper, tlie State as 
such, can only j)romotc morality indirectly, by 
the removal of obstacles, or, in other words, by 
the guarantee of rights, wdiich are not morality 
but the conditions of moralit^^. If we forget 
this limitation of the State, we hre in danger of 
so Realising the State that we surrender the 
whole of life to its regulation. We must re- 
member (2) that wliatevCr society and the State 
may give to our morality, we have to make 
what they give utterly and entirely our own, 
before it is moral. The motive must * be our 
;niotive, the object our object, the whole 
'yvill must be the free utterance .of ourselves. 
Of this truth; 30 strongly enunciated by Kant, 
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i Is t indeed perfectly well aware. Wliat 

I he f5‘eeks -td do is, as it w^ere, to fill this free will, 

; which in itself is bare and ignorant of any 
object, with the content of the social system. 
He w^ould tran?;cend the mere “ morality ” of 
such a bare will by the “ social righteousness ” 
of a will equally free but far richer in content. 
The diflleulty is to see how the free will can 
always find full and^free satisfaction in appre- 
" hefiding and taking its place in the system of 
social righteousness. The will may fail to 
apprehend the sciieme, which in that ca^e 
remains foreign "to itself ; or it may apprehend 
it, but fmd that it falls short of its own demands, 
and in that case the scheme still remains 
foreign? We may comfort ourselves by saying 
that the onj case only presents us with the 
imperfect man, and the other with the im- 
perfect society. But before we can really take 
sucli comfort to ourselves, we must face fully 
the problem of the imperfiict man and the 
imperfect society. Before we can see in the 
social sysfem the realisation of the free will, 
we must consider the man whose wall thei>society 
transcends, and_^the man whose will transcends 
the society. 

This is what Bosanc^et, in The Philo- 
sophical Theory mof the State, haj attempted.* 
Bosanquet adopts^ Giy[^en’s principles, i'^it uses 
the social experience of a later day and the aid 
of psychological research to carry Green’s con- 
clusions further. In the light of a fuller ex- 
perience and of fresh data he would ^weep 
away some of the limitations with which Greeja*^ 
had hedged ubout his doctrine ^f the State as ^ 
the organ for the realisation of flree will ; and ^ 
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he would thus bring Green’s philoscyphy t6 a 
point where it apj)roaches close Lo, ft it does . 
not altogether blend with, the full Hegelian 
conception of the State. 

In constructing his own theo‘ty of the State, 
Bosanquet starts by a vindication of Rousseau. 
Tie sets Rousseau in his true place as the 
founder (or rather the refounder) of the idealist 
or philosophical theory of the State; and he 
shows the debt which the German 'ideaMsts * 
owed, and aeknowh^lgcd that they owed, to 
Rousseau’s conception of the liberty of the 
individual, of the “ general wi'il ” of the State, 
and of the relation of the tw^o to one*> another. 
The theory which he himself expounds, after 
and on the basis of a sympatliclic analysis of 
the Conirat Social, is in its fundamentals 
identical with that of Green. His conception 
of the nature and ^imits of state-action is, like 
that of Green, negative. Tlie State, ‘as such, 
has force as the instrument, external things 
as the area, and the “ hindrance of hindrances ’* 
to human capacity as the function, of the action 
which rt can undertake. This principle, drawn 
from Kant, and identical with that adopted by 
Green, rests ultimately on the idea of the 
supreme and final value of the autonomy of the 
gocM will. The State can secure the conditions 
of the ereedom of that wdll by using force to 
repel any force, and hindrances to repel any 
hindrance, which are hostile to its exercise; 
what it cannot do is to direct or control that 
will itself. The conditions wdiich *hb State 
t'-ecures are rights; and rights are therefore 
regarded by Bosanquet, as tliey are by Green, 
as concerned '^with the external conditions 
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wmXi ai:c necessary for the free action of the 
goad 

Along this line Bosanquet is led to that dis- 
tinction between the State as such — ^t.he State 
as a political •organisation using force — and 
society with all its social institutions, of which 
we have already spoken. ^ By socie ty he under- 
stands that vast complex of social co-operation, 
which is associated^ in various degrees, with 
tfit Stale and its activities. It is tliis field of 
social co-operation Avhich supplies the inventive 
and experimental ^element in the life of the 
community ; artd the work of the State is for 
the most })art a work of endorsement, in the 
sense that it seals with the seal of its force the 
afiprovtd r(‘sults of this flexible clement. At 
the same time we must not think that such a 
statement (^txbausts or fully explains the rela- 
tions of Stilt c and society. Society, after all, 
is witluR the State, and it has its meaning in 
the State. It follows that, if we take the State 
in its fuller sense, not as a political mechanism 
using forc?j, l)iit as a general organisation and 
synthesis of life, which incliah s and ccM'relates 
ail other organisations, w^e shall se(^ it as a grouj) 
of grouj)s, a community of coninmnities, em- 
bracing and sustaining th^^ whole field of social 
co-operation, In this sense wc can view^the 
meaning vf the State from two aspeeis. We* 
can see it first of ifll a.% a source of adjustments, 
criticising and adjusting, in the light r-f u work- 
ing conception of life as a wl»olc, the institu- 
tions w4iic*li it contains, and re(hTc>in^ thym by 
si^h criticism to an ordered and graded system, »- 
We can see it again as a drivi^ig-wheel, giving 
nioti\'e power to the system — aS a ' force” in- 
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vigorating by a constant reminder ana siKgges- 
lion of their duties every member iJind every 
institution, and preventing the lethargy and 
in( rtia into which, without such reminder and 
suggestion, they might too readily fall. Nor can 
the State act in this second aspect, as a force, 
unless it has present to itself its first aspect of 
itself as a working conception of life as a whole. 
“ The State, as such, is lii^nited to the office of 
maintaining the external conditions of a gdbd 
nf(^; l)ut tlie conditions cannot be conceived 
without rcifcrence to the hfe foe which- they 
exist, and it is true, therefore,' to say that the 
conception of the Nation-State involvcr, at least 
an outline of the life to which, as a power, it 
is instrumental.” . 

If we thus regard the State as involving, and 
in one of its aspects being, a working conception 
of life as a w hole, we come nearer to the philo- 
sophy of Hegel. And this closer approxima- 
tion to Hegel marks The Philosophical Theory 
of the State in various ways. In the first place 
Bosanquet abandons Green’s cautious and 
hesitating treatment of the relation of the free 
will of the average citizen to the State and its 
institutions, and comes closer to the Hegelian 
conception of the free absorption of the indi- 
vidual in the spirit of a nation. This is due in 
large mc^asiire to a fuller social ' experience, 
the fruit of new social e^Lperiments, which 
suggests that the essentials of character are 
the same throughout the social whole; that 
the ppor are as alive as the rich (one may 
t^almost say that owing' to the trend o,f recent 
legislation, by which they havctbeen so in- 
timately affecifed, they are more alive than the 
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rrtih>tp;the meaning and importance of the 
State; ir/a word, that a common social con- 
sciousness pervades the whole community. 
But the change is also due to a change in 
the method of*inquiry. It owes something to 
the growth of psychological inquiry and data. 
We have realised through this growth how 
much there is in our minds that is sub- 
conscious, and how J closely that subconscious 
element is related with and how easily it passes 
into the conscious. We have come to feel that 
“ there is no abrupt division between our edh- 
scious mind and*the social system ot suggestion, 
custom and force ” — that the two are related 
much as the focus of consciousness is related 
to the •subconscious and automatic habits by 
which daily Jife is rendered possible.” Yet if 
the State is largely a subconscious clement in 
our mind, it is hone the less there; and at any 
moment^ of crisis it comes with a rush to the 
forefront of our consciousness. 

The psychological method takes Bosanquet 
still near(^ to Hegel. Hegel treated the State 
under the head of objective mind; h^' spoke 
of the State as a seif-consciousness, “ a 
self-knowing and self-aetualising individual.” 
Bosanquet travels the saij[ie patli in analysing 
the nature of institutions. He ufges thatfthe^ 
actual reality of any institution “ lie^ in the 
fact that certain living minds arc connected in 
a living way.” Parliament, for instance, is 
not some six hundred men sitting in a room ; 
it is iimdamcntally a connecting idea, which 
being epneerned with action is a purjiose ar^- 
well as an idea — a purpose common to six ^ 
hundred minds and uniting sixhandred minds 
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in a common experience. Such an idea baicfctjd 
by a purpose we may call an qthical ttiea; and 
so we may speak of institution^ as ethical ideas, 
and we may say that, as such, they are that 
common substance of individual minds which 
unites them as a single or common mind. 
Parliament, in the last resort, is neither bricks 
and mortar, nor flesh and blood : it is the 
substance common to sixj hundred minds; it 
is, as we say, the “ common .mind.” All tiie 
institutions of a country, so far as they are 
effective, are not* only ))rodi|cts of thought and 
creations of mind : the; ar'^ th.w ght, and ■•hey 
are mind. Otherwise we have a ,builciiug 
V .l]S,)nt a tenant, and a body will) out a mind. 
An Oxford college is not a group of biiildings, 
though common speech gives that name to such 
a group : it is a group of men. l^ut it is not 
a group of men in the sense of a group of bodies 
in propinquity : it is a group of men in the 
sense of a group of minds. That group of 
minds, in virtue of the common substance of 
a uniting idea, is itself a group-miiid. There 
is no grr.up-mind existing aj)art from the minds 
of the members of the group; the group-mind 
only exists in the minds of its members. But 
nevertheless it exists. There is a college mind, 
iusl^as there is a Trade Union mind, or even a 
]mblie.mind ” of the whole community; and 
■we are all conscious of such a Inind as something 
that exists in and along with the separate minds 
of the members, and over and above any sum 
of thqse minds created by mere addition. 

Thus, -we may maintain (1) that institutioas 
arc ethical ideas common to a number of minds, 
and have valite and life as such. Of course 



THfc SOC^^^HIIND 75 

embodied in outward form — 
. birr ks , :/(i n # rlar, Ilesii aiiu ol./od; and, ol 
course, again they must be accepted, and as it 
were collaborated in, by a far wider area of 
'minds than that of those immediately con- 
cerned. The college must be an idea accepted 
by parents and the general public, as well as 
entertained by its fellows and undergraduates ; 
parliament must ^ an idea wliicli electors 
ac‘cept*and in which electors collaborate, as 
well as an idea entertained by members of 
Ikirlifiment. •Otherwise the* college teaclfes 
and the Parliament legislates in vain; “ they 
have nowhold,” as we say, ‘‘ on public opinion.” 
And, fuidher, we may maintain (2) that if an 
institution is an ethical idea, it postulates a 
mind that enL-rini' s I he idea, and entertains 
it not m the sense of Knouing h. or of having 
heard about it, but in the sense of willing it 
and working it. Such a mind we may ciill the 
mind of the institution, or the mind of the 
group immediately concerned with the institu- 
tion, though of course we must always re- 
member that just hicrw'^ H s; mind^it must 
exist in the minds of tie" rneinhers of the 
iiLsli trd ion ' / gj uup, ajui canno t exist cLsewdiere. 
But all that iias hitherto^bcen said of institu- 
tion can also b^ applied to the^ State iftelf^ 
The State *is an institution. The Sta#e is an 
ethical idea; or ^atKer, it is the ethical idea, 
since it is the final wwking coin eptiou of life 
as a whole. As such an idea, it is the common 
substance of the minds of all the citizens, 
wdiich, so far as they are animated, consciously 
or subconsciously, by itself, unites them into^ 
a single mind.. And so we edine to IlegeFs 
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conception of the State as "" the self/eqnsiCierus 
ethical substance ** ; and we see the State'/as 
the common or universal mind of its members. 

In his theory of punishment, and in his 
attitude to the problem of thcJ* application of 
moral standards to State-action, Bosanquet 
also appears to depart to some extent from 
Green. Recognising with .Green that reforma- 
tion of the criminal must(mter, if only second- 
arily, into the purpose of puni>;hment, he seelais 
to (liffer from Green in assigning to punishment 
a^ peculiarly positive quality, which modifies 
the general theory of the negative character of 
State-action. . The argument he uses, is of a 
f)sych()logical character. Human nature has 
a subtle continuity; and what happen’s in the 
subconscious rt^gion of automatic action may 
produce syrnpatlietic results in the region of 
consciousness. If by a careless reflex or auto- 
matic action, as, for instance, by riding care- 
lessly on a bicycle round the corner, 1 have an 
accident and suffer the shock of pain, my con- 
sciousness is affected, and my conscious wall 
may lu^iiceforth be directed to control tliat area 
of action. Similarly if by casual action in the 
realm of duties (a realm largely automatic, 
because I do most of my duties as a matter of 
^ habit, without reflection) I commit some slip — 
forg(‘tt«’ng, for instance, to discharge my duties 
as trustee — and if, as a result, I suffer the shock 
of a legal action, my conscious will may be 
awak(‘n(‘d, and stimulated to control that area 
of action, which the shock brings me to recog- 
nise consciously as a mr^tter of obligation. Thus 
punishuKait may mean, not that henceforth I 
cease to have .^lius because I fear to experience 
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c again, but that h^ceforth I cease 
to have sirf^s because I have come to my senses ; 
have had my cop.sciousness of the meaning of a 
whole system of habits awakened;, and have 
realised, in tlic light of such consciousness, 
what my offending means. It is possible to 
accept this account of the working of the re- 
formatory side of punishment, and yet to doubt 
^hether it differentiates punishment from 
other Torms ol^ State-action. Perhaps any 
form of State-compulsion may awaken con- 
sciousness of.tlie meaning ar/d necessity oft a 
range of duty hitherto not apprehended; and 
the father, for instance, may liave a new sense 
of parental responsibility awakened by being 
compeHed to send his child to school, even 
before he is punished, or even without being 
punished, for not so doing. I’hus all State- 
action, and not punishment only, may have a 
supervejiing justification of this nature, and 
come to assume the positive quality, which 
Bosanquet vindicates for punishment alone. 

Where *Bosanquct seems to part company 
with Green most decidedly is in his t|;catment 
of the morality of State-action. We have seen 
how Green condemned war as wrong, because it 
violated a life and liberty, belonging 

to men in virtue of theif* common IiuniiMaity, 
and therefore postulating a “ univ*ersal jbroihei^ 
hood” in which* all’ men are joined together 
by their common recognition of its validity. 
Bosanquet deals with tlie question in a different 
way. He argues, in the first place, that a distinc- 
tion has to be drawn between the acts of the 
State as sucji, and the personal acts of its states- 
men or agents; and he insists on the impro- 


a^ike shocl 
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priety of apf)Iyiiig to acts which beioog to 
first sphere the moral terms (rnurdei/ theft a'lid 
so forth) which belong to the second. In the 
next place, and in order to ex])lain this im- 
propriety, he urges that the StaCe “ cannot, as 
a State, act within the relations of private life 
in wliich organised morality exists.’’ The 
State? is the guardian of our whole moral 
w'orld, and not a factor in^ur organised moral 
*vorld.” It cannot be bound by the syJitcm of 
/iglits and duties w^hich it makes binding on 
members; it cannot be limited by the 
;ocial ethics it maintains.^ At most, we can 
ct’itieisc its actions on the ground that they 
embody a Ujw' coiie< oti of ihc good, or that 
.hey involve means jnaj)proprktie lo rcf’alise a 
true conception; but in such criticism weeriti- 
iy the State not in relation to any wader good 
(-1 any more general morality to w hich it should 
conform, but in regard only to its own good 
and its own morality. AnotluT view^ of this 
n.atter, to w hich some of us w^ould rather cling, 
would emphasise far more strongly the re- 
s]:)ons'\l)iUty of the State for its agents, and the 
responsibility of both the State and its agents 
at the bar of civilised o[)inic)h. French law 
admits the legal responsibility of the State for 
tliosft aets of its agents wdiich ar(‘ acts of ad- 
fuinistni^ion :* and any true theory o) the State 
surely demands its legal rcsp()nsibility for the 
acts of its organs when they aeting as 

organs.^ If a citizen can thus tr(‘i)t his own 

% 

^ Tho^gieat objection to the Trade's J)ispiites Act 
1-906 is that it contravenes (lie fuiidarnt'iilal doctrines 
())»that a gro\ip, just because it lias a rnirNi and a will, 
lUQUBt be responsible^ and (2) that a group, just because, 
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S%ate as> legally responsible lor damage, it is 
idiff cult fb see why a State, which can undergo 
legal resf)onsibility, should not also undergo 
moral responsibility, if there is any body of 
moral opinion* to affix responsibility. Such a 
body of civilised opinion, a system of Social 
Ethics or Siitlichkeit, transcending the limits 
of the Nation-State, and common to tlie 
majority of State^ in Western Europe and 
America, does t-xist. It seems difficult to sec 
why such a Ixuly of opinion should not affix 
moral respcinsibihty for aif^dhing which# it 
regards as a i)ceaeii of its own code; though 
that, o/ course, is quite another matter from 
any attemf)t to enforce legal responsibility. 
Surely one may say, that wdule a State cannot 
be res})onsil)l{‘ to its law for its d(ra lings with 
other State* (thougli it can be so re\sponsible 
for its dealings with its own citizens), and 
while again it cannot be responsible for such 
dealings to a higher system of law, since none 
such yet exists, yet it can be res[)onsible, and 
should bt^ responsible, in a moral sense, for all 
its acts (which include the acts of Us f rgans 
when they are acting as organs) to tlu^ common 
body of moraf opinion in Christcaidom. Are 
we not too foil of the zeal of the State, if we 
insist overmuch on the fact that it transcends 
its own organs, or if again w e emf)hasis 4 ‘ unduIV 
the finality and^uplemacy of tlie State as the 
“ guardian of a whole moral world ” ? Great 
Britain is the final and supreme ari liter to her 
citizens of riglits and duties : she is the final 

fits a grttfUp, it can only act^-for the moat jiart — through 
organs or agciits, must bo responsible for the acts*^ 
those organs or agents. 



80 ide^St schcol’ 

giver to them ail of the stuff of thfir soc^ai 
morality — in other words, of their * national 
character.” But even to them she must be 
responsible for her doings, which arc the doings 
of those who act in her name — f^ven to them, 
because they are part of that civilised world 
in which she stands, and by whose opinion she 
is judged. 

In leaving the idealisif school, we must 
take some aecount of the criticisms which it 
has to face, h'irst and most obvious is the 
cri*cicism that it ‘does not deal with things as 
they are. The State of which it conceives, 
resting on the free consent and co-operation of 
the moral will of every citizen, may be laid 
up in heaven, but it is not established on*'earth. 
Such a criticism, however, rests on an entire 
misconception of tlie method of political theory, 
l^olitical theory, like ethical theory, is con- 
cerned with what may be called the pure ” 
instance — with the conscience of the good man, 
and the “ general will ” of the right State. It 
assumes that tlie best is the truest, and that the 
truesb is 4he proper subject of study. Politics 
and ethics are alike concerned with man at his 
highest power, and not at his lowest; “for 
the real nature of a thing is what the thing is 
when its growth is fully developed.” There will 
always he some who will use the lower as the 
criterion of the higher; there will always be 
others — and they arc not necessarily mistaken — 
— who will use the higher as the criterion of 
the lo^;er. In any case the idealist does not 
stand alone in making*- the ideal the subject 
ot study. Sidgwick was a Utilitarian; but 
Sidgwick holds 'that the study of politics “ is 
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«*^.bncerne;jl primarily with . . . the system of 
relations, which .owgA/ to be established ... in 
a society of civilised men.^* 

Another criticism of the idealist school, 
which at first? sight appears very different, is 
that of the ardent social reformer. What the 
idealist does, he urges, is not to construct an 
ideal, but to idealise the given data of im- 
perfect society, anc^to preach the divine right 
of thifigs as they are. By putting an ideal 
interpretation on the existing institutions of 
society, he r,econqiles the soiial conscience^to 
things which ib ought not to accept. Aristotle 
idealisQfl slavery; Green idealised capital. 
From this point of view Mr. Hobson, in The 
Crisis^ of Liberalism^ can rank idealism as a 
part of “ the tactics of Conservatism.’’ Tlie 
same indictment would urge, from another 
point of view, that the idealist is so concerned 
with tlie spiritual foundations of society in 
the human conscience, so occujiicd witii the 
inward man and the autonomy of his free will, 
that he is blind to the need of reform of material 
conditions. He is obsessed by “ thewda ms of 
individual moralisation ” ; he says in his heart, 
with Aristotle,* that evils arise not “ out of ttie 
possession of* private property,” but ‘‘ from 
the wickedness of human nature ” ; and Irnsir^ 
himself on the prime necessity of the</reedom 
of the moral wifi, he reduces the State, which 
ought to cure these evils, to the mere negative 

^ Sidgwick’s Elements of Politics (18D1) has not lieen 
discu8sl>d in this volume (thouah the hook is one which 
avery student of political tlioory should know), *l>ecau8e, 
late as'is its date, it belongs to the Utilitarian period of 
lientham and Mill, which is the subject of another volift.*!,*) 
in this series. 
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function of removing obstacles and |»anderiri^ 
hindrances. The reader may. judg^' for huA- 
self, from what has already been said of the 
teacliing of Green and Bradley and Bosanquet, 
how far such criticism is just. « 

Aiiotlier and prevalent line of criticism is 
directed against the intellectual ism of the 
idealist school. Idealist tLinkcrs, it is said, 
ascribe too much to the(conscious will and 
reasoning mind. There is a spjiere of Will and 
reason ; but there are also other spheres. Man 
is Cl part of natute, set in the midst of aK the 
play of selection and survival *and evolution ; 
and the biologist must have his say in ^ny full 
political theory. Again, and still more, man 
is a creature compact of emotions, inlpulses 
and instincts, as well as of conscious reason. 
He has a wliole subconscious side ol his nature, 
on which suggestion plays; where associations 
of ideas arc formed; where imitation. grows, 
and habits have their dwelling-place. Here 
the social psychologist enters to demonstrate 
the iniulequacy of the idealist and ^ his own 
necesvUv Writers like Dr. MacDougall and 
Mr. Graham Wallas contend that the idealist — 
and for that matter the utilitarian also — start 
from premises about the human mind which are 
filtogt':! luT too bare anU too jejune. They start 
i\om a i-^^tional faculty armed with a lew simple 
principles of “the common 'good” or “the 
Teat(‘st hajipiness of the greatest number ” ; 
whereas a full philosophy sliould start from a 
full man, armed with “ all thoughts, all passions, 
all del Tg] its, whatever fills this mortal frq.me.”'* 
Jl'he two succeeding chapters will show, or 
it aii\ rate attempt to show, how far this last 



SWrE •A RATlOBfc^E SYSTEM 88 

line of df^ticism is warrantees There ,is one 
I'hing, how'ever,. which should be said at once. 
; When the idealist says that the State is the 
product of reason and the rational will, he does 
not mean tlntt reason has been consciously 
and explicitly creating political institutions 
during the course of history. Thai \A(}uld be 
an impossible contention. He means that a 
development has tauten place, wliieh, when we 
look at its course and its results, we can ex]>lain 
to our reason as something rational — something 
whidi is di’seeted to ends of which reaslbn 
approves. « And he argues, therefore, that 
hurrian#rcason has been present all the time, 
imjdicit and immanent, groping its way, by 
experifnent on experiment, towards its ends. 
If it had ryjt been [ircsent, the development 
would have ended not, as it has don(% in a 
rational system of organised life vliich our 
reason •can understand, but in a confused 
amalgam of taboos and instincts and luibits 
whicli W(juld liave no meaning, no connection, 
and no reason. Nor, again, does the idealist 
ccHitend that all the political aclicrj r/ the 
ordinary citizen to-day is the result of conscious 
reason. Such action may in large nu asiire be 
the result of habit or unconscious imitation. 
What thepdeali^t means is that the acticfns of 
the citizen are rational, in the sense tVat they 
admit of a rational exy)lanation. And he 
contends, not unfairly, tliat this means that 
reason is after all present, and is t!]e re.'d domi- 
nant force, however much ha])it or inflation 
may serve as its ally by helping to produce/ acts 
wliich arc the sort of acts that reason wouj^l 
wish to have done. • • 



CHAPTER IV 

THE SCIENTIFIC SCHOOL — HERBERT SPENCER 

Most of the political writfags of J. S. 
Mill appeared after 1848. The Essay on 
Liberty, for instance, was published in 1859, 
and the Essay on Represfiitaiive Government 
appeared in 1860. But AMI belongs to an ol4 
tradition, though he gave that tradition a 
deeper and more spiritual interpretation ; and 
he'* must be regarded as the last -of the great 
Utilitarians, rather than as the first among 
the new prophets who have arisen since 1848, 
In Herbert Spencer a new element definitely 
appears. It is true, as we shall see, thaf while 
he attacked what he called the “.expediency 
philoso[)hy ” of Bentham, he was always a 
Utilitarian in his })olitics. Happiness is the 
end he proposes, though he insists that **t must 
be happiness willed by the Creator, which 
issues in tlie form of free emTgy oMaculty, 
and not happiness willed by the State, which 
assuri.^s Lhe form of an enjoyment connected 
with the possession of wealth ; and just as 
lieiitharn had held that freedorn for each in- 
dividual to judge andjnirsue his own interests 
was the chief condition of material happiness, 
so Spen-Lcr believes that the law of equal free- 
dom for each individual supplies the chief 
means to the happiness which consists in 
energy of faculty. But already in Social 
Statics which was published in 1851, Spencer 
has begun his distinctive method of interpret- 
mg ethics and politics as analogous to, and 
indeed as part *of, the science of the laws of 
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“'^lorality,” he already writes, “is 
^essentiajly one. with physical truth — is in fact 
a species' of. transcendental physiology.” 
What we have now to consider is thus the 
interpretation of human life in terms of 
natural science. 

In Spencer this interpretation is confused. 
He did not really approach politics through 
science, without j^econceptions drawn from 
other sources, ^nd with the sole idea of elicit- 
ing the political lessons which science might 
teach. On. the ^ contrary ^he w^as already 
charged with political preconceptions when he 
approjj^ched science, and he sought to find in 
science examples or analogies to f)oint a moral 
already drawn and adorn a tale wdiose plot was 
already sk(‘lched. The fundarneiiial confu- 
sion wiiich lie never surmounts is due to the 
fact that tlie a priori conceptions of individual 
rightvS^with wdiich he starts do not and cannot 
accord wnth the organic and evolutionary con- 
ception of the State wdiicli he attains through 
the use^ of natural science. His philosophy 
oonsequently begins and ends as ‘%an incon- 
gruous mixture of Natural Rights and’physio- 
logical metajTlior.” At first sight this con- 
fusion may seem a curious anomaly, so stern 
and so severe is the l&gic which apparently 
pervades his wh’itings. But SjJencerifci logiefis 
really bare and*me^hanical. It is a matter of 
constant antitheses wdiich arc too clear-cut to 
correspond to life, and of constant application 
of the fallacious argument of the Sorites, which 
•any experience of practical life conqiels most 
men to r/'jcct. There is noiie of that rjch 
feeling for reality, and none of that attempt to 
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resolve and transcend antitheses, marfcs^ 

the logic of Hegel* . f • ' 

To understand the discrepajit elements in 
Spencer’s political theory, we are driven to 
inquire into the sources of his <;hought. He 
does not start from any single source; he 
draws his inspiration from many different 
sources, which he tries, but, fails, to gather to- 
gether into a single wholq. The first source 
we may notice was English liadicalism. He 
sprang, as he says, from a family “ essentially 
dissenting ” and, as such, opposed tsO authority ; 
and his Nonconformist instincts, and the Non- 
conformist training of his youth, left an abid- 
ing mark. By his uncle, the Ilev, Thomas 
Spencer, an advanced theologian, who re- 
garded the Church as a growth which needed 
continual adaptation to external "conditions, 
he was led to take an active interest in Radical 
politics. Thomas Spencer \vas associated w ith 
Joseph Sturge of Birmingham, wdio had founded 
in 1841 a w^eekly called the Nonconformist 
and who was one of the leading spirits of the 
Comftlete, Suffrage Union. It was to the Non- 
conforiilist that llcrbert Spencer contributed 
in 1842 his first essay on llie Proper Sphere of 
Government, and it was as Secretary of the 
Derby branch of the Complete Suffrage Union 
that he first took an active part in politics, 
lie joined in an agitation against bribery at 
elections; and he also took part, rather by 
writing than by speaking, in the movements 
against the Corn Laws and the State-Church. 
This had l)ecn his training wdien, in the course 
of 1847, he began to compose his finst political 
tr^catise, to ^vhic*^l he gave the name of Social 



IJftCii:? OF*SPENCEivS THOUGHT 87 

■^latics. *ljut after the end of‘'1848 he was, as 
kii)>cditor^f the Economist brought into con- 
tact with l^onias Hodgskin; and this contact 
probably influenced the development of Social 
Statics very vitally. Hodgskin was an anti- 
Benthamite Radical. Like Godwin he be- 
lieved in the natural rights of humanity, at 
which Bentham had scoffed. He extended to 
politics as well as toweconomics the doctrine of 
laissez-faire, wl^ereas Bentham, leaving econo- 
mics to the free play of natural forces, had 
claimed law, and^ politics as the sphere #of 
scientific regulation. Society, Hodgskin held, 
was a natural phenomenon with natural laws 
assigned to it by the universal spirit, or su- 
preme moral force, in order tliat its nienibers 
might by their aid create a just order of the 
world. The funettion of government was ac- 
cordingly negative : it extended only to the 
securing of a free field for the operation of 
natural laws; and Imman laws were as })re- 
judicial as natural laws were the reverse. 
The ultiTnate goal and Utopia of the future 
w^s thus a state of anarchy, in wliiufi go /cTn- 
ment had disappeared, and the sentiments 
of each were * automatically adjusted in a 
spontaneous liarmony with those of all. 

So far as we have gone^, it would appear that 
it was in*his early Radical envfronriKjit, arfTl 
also, and more particularly, in his contact with 
Hodgskin, that Spencer found the primary and 
main source of the political creed which he 
always championed. In 1850 he had, as he him- 
self tells us, read very little; and all that he 
knew of Bentham, when lie attacked him, was 
the simple fact that he advocfitjsd a scientific 
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application of uie principle of the*,greatesT 
happiness of the greatest number. /But there 
were two other sources, somewhat iAcompatible 
both with one another and with his early 
Radicalism, on which Spencer also drew. These 
were the study of natural science, in which he 
had alw^ays been interested, and in which his 
experience of engineering had interested him 
still further; and an inkling of the German 
idealism of Schelling and Schlegel, which be had 
gained from a cursory reading of Coleridge. 
F»om German idv'alism he drew he .calls 

in Social Statics the idea of Jife.” Life, he 
learned to think, is not a fact of natu] 5 :e to be 
studi(*d by a positive science, but a transcen- 
dental j)rinciple, in virtue of which nature as a 
whole, and society as a part of nature, evolve 
from within outwards tow^ards a final “ in- 
dividuation.” Life is the cause of a universal 
evolution : in fact it is universal cvolutipn — for 
Spencer w'as even w illing to include the pheno- 
mena of the solar system in the ‘‘ idea of lif3.” 
It follows from wduit has been said thac Spencer 
did not start from biology, the positive science 
of life 'in the restricted sense of that wwd ; nor 
did he borrow the idea of evolution from biology 
in order to extend it to the universe. He 
started with the idea’of a universal evolution, 
iix wdneh he altcrwards included biological evo- 
lution. Already in 1840 Lyeli-s Principles had 
suggested to Ills mind the hypothesis of develop- 
ment; but it w^as Coleridge, and Schelling 
througli Coleridge, who gave precise form to 
the hypothesis. In all nature, he came to 
argue, and therefore in human society, there is a 
tVanscendentaJ and divine force of life. Hence 
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!t*follo\C,9 that nature and society are living 
drganisms : it follows that in virtue of their 
immanent life they develop ; and this develop- 
ment may be regarded as a process of individu- 
ation or differentiation, which is combined with 
co-ordination of the differentiated elements. 
The higher the individuation, the greater the 
value ; and thus we attain a teleological 
standard of value, according to which things 
rank liigher or lower as they attain to or recede 
from tlie final end of individuation. This mix- 
ture* of Ilodgskin ^ind Schelliftg (for so it nfey 
be regarded) furnishes the basis of Spencer’s 
philosophy ; and his later development consists 
in the progressive attempt to reconcile this 
basis with the data of natural science. 

That natural science, however, was of the 
physical rather than the biological order. From 
early youth he had been interested in physics. 
He hadloved air pumps and electrical machines ; 
he had even been a practising engineer for some 
years; a^d he had not loved or pursued the 
study of language or literature. He was ^hus 
fr*e from the “ bias ” tow^ards custom and 
tradition ; he was thus driven towards natural 
causation and natural law. It w^s in this way 
that he came to give his book the title of Social 
Statics, It is natural to Suspect in tins title the 
influence* of C^omte. Comte had c^<ficciv?d 
sociology as thef science of social physics, and 
had divided social physics into the two depart- 
ments of statics and dynamics; and he had 
emphasised, like Spencer, the idea of ^social 
laWwS.” But if it is natural, it is also errone- 
ous. Spencer knew nothing of Comte ^ill 
after 1850. The theological add metaphysical 
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assumptions of /Social Statics are exacrtly whatj, 
Comte sought to eliminate from his j)ositiv-e 
philosophy ; and the scientific, paifernalism of 
Comtist politics is the antipodes of Spencer. 
Spencer is only indebted to Comte for a few 
terms (such as sociology)^ and for the impulse to 
define himself more clearly in opposition to 
Positivism. At the same time, if his pliilosopliy 
did not become Comtian,Jt became more and , 
more a matter of physics. T,he development 
is rapid till the beginning of 1858, when il 
refech(\s its goal ii*i the first draft o^ the StjniiLctic 
Philosophy, A divine and transcendental idea 
of life has now given place to force. 'J'here is 
still the idea of universal evolution, but it is 
now expressed in mechanical terms of force, 
and not in organic terms of life. The first 
principle is the Persistence of Force : issuing 
from it are two main corollaries — the tendency 
of all things to ultimate equilibrium, and the 
consequent tendency of all things to transform 
themselves by a process of evolution in order to 
attidn this equilibrium. All nature, including 
humAn sc.' I'icty as a part of nature, is bound t, 0 " 
gether ’as one whole in a universal process of 
transformation or evolution, wlhoh is the result 
of a universal law of the equilibration of forceps ; 
and *both the transfoi'mation and the universal 
IKw wlieh is its source are corollarie/s from the 
Persistence of Force. These views had already 
been reached before Darwin enunciated his 
doctrine; and thus Spencer came to “social 
evolution ’’ not from biology, and not frefm any 
use of biological analogy, but from a sweeping 
vjew of universal evolution expressed in terms 
of physics: a -view which included in its sweep 
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both so'(?iplogy and biology, and indeed astro- 
trorny and^ geology also, as all alike parallel 
njionifestatWs-of the same law. 

But biology had a peculiar influence on 
Spencer’s sociology. It is a mistake — for 
wliich lie chides Professor Giddings, wlio never 
made tlie mistake — to suppose that Spencer 
leased sociology on biology ; but it remains true 
i.natjbe two are intknately and peculiarly con- 
nected in liis theory. Spencer had been in- 
terested in bi(»logy ever since he bred insects as 
a boy. As. he advanced, fie adojited, i?nd 
adapted to hisTsystem, the princijdes of biology 
?iuggosiTd by Lamarck as early as 1800. He 
hekb tliat is to say, that external environment 
on living beings (a lielief whicli Buckle’s 
of ^Civilisation, published in 1850, may 
lielped to fortify); that living Ixangs 
;* 'kipt tlieir functions and sirueture to external 
ivirowmeiit; and that such adaj^tat ion is in- 
cited from generation to geiu ral iou. 

Jliis ryarks a dcfiarture from the Cok^ridgean 
view of iiie develojiment of life ah inira. >iueh 
dowe]o}>incnt is now conceived, on tlir eoiiirary, 
to jirocced ah ^xira. But tlie new view could 
bi and was subsumed under th^ old pliysical 
ia^ of universal evolution. Adajitaiion to 
environnjjent is^simply a matter equilibration 
of forces or energies : it is an adjustment^f 
the energy of th*e living being to the energy of 
the environment. Lamarck’s biology, thus con- 
nected with universal physical evolution, leads 
to Spencer’s psychology and to his sociology. 
Mind adjusts or equilibrates itself with external 
environment by an adaptation of its(*]f which 
becomes its inherited tissue ol’trntlil ion. The 
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individual, again, equilibrates himself with his 
social environment by adaptation, and by m' 
heritance of that adaptation, until h^ attains in 
a perfect equilibrium the blessedness of final 
anarchy. It is important to notice; that Spencer 
ended, as he began, in Lamarckianism of this 
order. He never became a Darwinian. He 
had finished his mental development, and had 
sketched the ])lan of his Synthetic Philosophy ^ 
some months before Darwin published his 
theory. Darwin disbelieved in the doctrine of 
pui^poslve adaptation to environment : he^ be- 
lieved in accidental variations, '-and held that 
accidental variations which suited environment 
were perpetuated by inheritance, ultimately be- 
cause they were the fittest for that environment, 
but immediately because they were inevitably 
selected for survival in the course of the struggle 
for life. Spencer w^as willing to admit natural 
selection as a cause of “ indirect equilibration,*’ 
that is to say, as responsible for such cases of 
equilibration of a living being with its environ- 
ment as were not the effect of a direct reaction 
by that bt'ing on its environment; he was ev^n 
willing io allow that in the earliest stages there 
was more indi^-cct than direct equilibration. In 
other respects^ he was not a Darwinian; and 
even m tiiese respects'lie had already attained 
hi§ vier * independently of Darwin, and before 
Darwin ever wTote. Already fti Social Statics^ 
he recognises the “ stem discipline of nature ” 
w'liich eliminates the unfit and secures “ the 
maintenance of a constitution completely 
adapted to surrounding conditions,” and it i^ 
in the name of such discipline that he attacks 
the system of Ibor Relief, 
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How did Sj3encer reconcile the idealist Idea 
q1 Life from which he started with the material- 
ist Persistence. of Force in which he ended? 
And how did he reconcile both with his early 
radicalism, and its gospel of the natural rights 
of the living individual ? The first reconcilia- 
tion was attained, or rather attempted, through 
a vague use of the terms life and force, which 
served to cover the change from a doctrine of 
self-dSvcIopirig prganisms to a doctrine of self- 
eqiiilibrating mechanisms. But this vagueness 
onlj; conceals a real irreconciktbility ; and 
real irreconcilaJ)ility is shown in his political 
theory by the perpetual variability of the con- 
ception of social organism. The social organism 
will, as it were, constantly insist on coming to 
life and on being a living substance ; and Spencer 
has to resdrt to far-fetched devices to kill it 
again, in order to assert a mechanical concep- 
tion the state as a compound of physical 
units. The chief device which he employs is a 
distinction between two main stages of political 
evolutio?i, the military and industrial. To the 
former and inferior stage he assigns the in- 
tegrated organism ; to the latter and supt*rior the 
differentiation ’of units — as if integration and 
differentiation were not concon'.itant and cor- 
relative, and as if evolution could be chopped 
with a Tiatchdt into two dissimilar ^stagf?;. 
Another device,* fundament ally tlic same, is to 
distinguish between tw'o kinds of integration, 
that of status and that of contract (a distinction 
borrowed from Maine), and then — relegating 
s^-atus, whieli re])resents an organic condition, 
to barbarip military days — to vindicate con- 
tract, which represents a mechanical connection, 
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for later industrial days — as if industrialism did 
not necessarily involve the very highest degree 
of organic interdependence. 

The reconciliation of his Radical politics 
with his general philosophy Sp^^ncer attained 
by means of a cult of the Absolute, or of 
Utopianism. His argument runs as follows. 
Evolution, whether it be conceived as a ten- 
dency of life to individuation, or of forces to 
equilibration, may be regarded as finally at- 
taining a perfect equilibrium. This end, 
wlicb lies in the future, and may thus bp re- 
garded as a distant Utopia, ^ constitutes an 
absolute standard or norm. The perfect equili- 
brium (or if we translate this into Lamarckian 
terms, the perfect adaptation), which evolution 
will attain, represents the social ideal. Such 
an ideal is necessarily static, because progress 
stands still and movement ceases when such an 
ideal is attained. Hence Spencer speaks of a 
code of Social Statics, which he regards as the 
standard of measurement, by which everything 
must be judged and by the degree of approxi- 
matiuTi te wliicli everything must be valued. 
But this is simply to repeat the old idea of 
natural rights as a standard or norm of social 
arrangement, vvith tlie one difference that the 
code is translated intoThe future, and connected 
\vilh eyolutioii. In the form which ic takes in 
Spencer, tlie doctrine of Natural Right is simply 
a doctrine of the blessedness of final anarchy. 
The pc'rfect equilibrium or adaptation once 
attaiiK‘d, man automatically does for himself 
what fie ought to do ; and government will drqp 
away like a vesture. The ideal is thus anarchy ; 
and by the detgree of its ap'proximation to 
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a^rchy*.(u^e must value the worth of every 
society. Such an idea is open to two criticisms. 
In the first plaqe, the evolution of human con- 
,duct never attains such a static repose. The 
horizon always recedes : there is never a }/er- 
fect and final adaptation; each new adaptation 
suggests a new set of problems, and leads to a 
new ada])tation. In the second ]>lacc, Sj^caicer 
is a])t to fall into coMusions about the relation 
betwt^m the Utopian norn) and the social 
conditions of the present. Instead of holding 
■fast to the k},ea that the social conditions o>a 
given time are just, and perfectly good, so far 
as they^ represent the best possible approxima- 
tion to the ideal, he is apt to set such social con- 
ditions over against his ideal, and then to 
criticise them by his ideal standard as iinfierfcct 
and unjustJ However much he might urge 
against critics of his “ absolute ethics ” that he 
had rec;()gnise(i the value of existing social in- 
stitutions, he really failed to do so — ;**! ar^y rate 
in Social Statics, On the contrary, fixing his 
eye on his final Uto])ia of Anarchy, )k‘ criticises 
existing government as in its natu>; unjust; 
and thus he falls into a curious m(*dia ^aiism, 
which secs iUjaTl government the^ product and 
the author of evil and violence. Thus Ids con- 
ception of evolution, just*because it jiostWates 
a final en?5 which is the standard' of 
reconciled with his Radical polities; but just 
for that reason also liis whole political theory 
goes askew, because it tends to a view of govern- 
ment a'nd social institutions as unjust. ai\d un- 
justifiable, And thus again the living social 
organism, his inheritance from early idcalisnj, 
is continually at war with theHoctrine of in- 
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dividual natural riglits, that inheritance from 
a still earlier Radicalism which he afterwards 
sought to justify by an eschatological concep- 
tion of evolution. 

We have spoken of Spencer’s sources and his 
debt to other thinkers. Spencer was himself 
inclined to emphasise his own originalit}^ In 
a letter to Leslie Stephen in 1899 he asserts 
that when he wrote Social Statics he had no 
preparation : he looked at things throiigh his 
own eyes and not through the eyes of others : 
h«i went straight to the facts, and drew his in- 
ferences direct from life. The truth is, that he 
read hastily and gained a number of rapid im- 
pressions, and that he often absorbed ideas 
(notably from llodgskin) in the course of con- 
versation. Not having read systematically, he 
thought that he was original, while all the time 
he was at the mercy of hasty impressions 
gathered in reading or in talk. With a positive 
genius for generalisation (which led him at once 
to brilliant discovery and astounding errors) he 
attemf)ted to synthesise this very imperfect 
material.. But he had not gone to the ‘‘ fac|.s ” 
in Social Statics ; and he did not go to the real 
facts of the spcial structure of civilised life even 
in his DescripVve Sociology. If he had worked 
systematically at th€^ thought of his predeces- 
suVs, c.’^d studied systematically the “real facts, 
he would have achieved IcAs, and perhaps 
helped the world more. As it is, we must con- 
sider him as a brilliant generaliser from imper- 
fect data wliich he had never really thought 
together into a unity. TJhat is why the study of 
his “ sources ” matters more for the under- 
standing of S|)<cncer than it does for the study 
of most other thinkers. 
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We ma'\/|ncnY a])proach Social Statics, which 
SpfeTicer published in 1850, remembering that 
it . is^ 'a statement of the final static repose 
>f society — of society as it should be in its abso- 
•fute form, raihbr than as it actually is. Of 
actual government and its ways Spencer shows, 
here as elsewhere, a lively abhorrence. He 
brought this feeling from his ‘‘ dissenting 
family, antagonistic,” as he says, “ to arbitrary 
controP’ ; and living in an age which hoped for 
economic happiness from the repeal of govern- 
mental restrictions on trade, he was led to hope 
for universal ha|>piness from the abolition of 
all government except the necessary policeman 
and the indispensable courts of law. The re- 
current refrain of his writings, from first to last, 
is denunciatic^n of the stupidity, the bungling, 
the red tape of government. Like LuckliJ, 
he delivers a perpetual commination service 
against t.he Sins of Legislators. And herein 
lies his bitter savour of truth. No one can read 
Spencer without learning a lesson wliich it is 
good to learn, that the State after all only acts 
thrO’igh the finite intelligence of its t>fficials. 
We must not exppet more from it than we ex- 
pect from our .^wn equally finite intelligence. 
But Spencer is not content with tins nioral. He 
goes further. He urges that we ex},\)cj ^ 

more from tlie intc^lligcncc of the indiviTluai 
than we can from\he intelligence of tlic Stiite 
and its officials. He opposes to the cult of the 
State the cult of the individual. 

The obverse of his hostile attitude co 4 «the 
State a belief in the natural rights of the 
individual. The fundamental thing in the. 
world is tlic free exercise of individual capacity,^ 

D 
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wherein alone lies the happiness py;hained‘ lor^ 
man by the Unknown Cause; and the fumia- 
inental first principle of Social Statics,^ from-^ 
wliiel) all else flows by deduction, is the law ext 
equal freedom, whereby, each individual attain'-' 
ing a freedom limitol only by the necessity of 
like freedom for others, the maximum of exer- 
cise of capacity, and thus of happiness, may be 
attained* Si)cncer’s individual is essentially 
an unrelated and therefore unreal incfividual;' 
but it is on him that Spencer builds his whole 
pluloso];)hy. Jle is quite clear i,n Social Statics 
(and he repeats the dictum in the Principles of 
Sociology) that if we would unders^tand the 
social aggregate, we have only to understand 
the units of which it is an aggregate. The 
characteristics of the associated State must be 
the consequences of the “ inherent properties ’’ 
of the associated individuals. The individual 
may be regarded from two aspects,, an outer 
and an inner. In the former aspect he is a 
being, with a faculty which demands freedom 
a&thc condition of that adaptation to function 
which Constitutes perfection; in the latter he 
is a consciousness, endowed with an inherent 
sense of Justice which makes him claim for 
himself, anu with a sympathetic affection 
which makes him respect in others, the freedom 
histiiculty requires. In speaking of the outer 
aspect of "the individual Spencer expresses his 
belief in that benevolence of nature and har- 
mony of interests of which Adam Smith had 
wrkten. Nature has so wrought her {!)lan, and 
so adjusted every part to every other, that each 
being can, bv being itself and freely acting as 
itself, best fif her plan and suit her adjustment. 
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Jijs coitrcption of the inner side of the individual 
equafly influenced by the teaching of the 
Sc^,ch intuitional school, and especially of 
Adam Smith. He believes in an innate instinct 
of justice, aivl in that sympathetic affection 
of this instinct, termed beneficence, which 
makes every man spontaneously inclined to 
allow others to claim, and to support others in 
claiming, what he demands himself. Spencer 
indet?tl tells us that he learned this last doctrine 
of sympiith}^ and beneficence from the study 
of | 2 breiiology, years before l\e knew of Ad^m 
Smith. Wliatev& its source, he definitely 
enounces in Social Statics those doctrines 
which *13cntham had denounced. He opposes 
to the rational calculus of utility the doc- 
trine of intuition. He holds that each con- 
sciousness Ss so constituted as spontaneously 
to adjust itself fully and adequately to all 
others. 

Associate together these beings and their 
consciousnesses, and you get freedom — a free- 
dom so^far modified by the fact of associa- 
tion that it must be equal freedom for ’each 
member — as the one and only law •of that 
association, frCfm which all others, flow, and to 
which all otners must conform. Freedom is 
the antecedent of government : freedom is its 
standard*. Thus we arrive at •rights.^w]fe?j»h 
“ are nothing Jbut ^artificial divisions of the 
general claim to exercise the faculties.” These 
rights, we perceive, are “ natural,” in the sense 
©f prc^-social right; they are “ inherent proper- 
ties ” of the “ human, constitution as divinely 
ordained.” We must not stay to slay the 
slain ; w’c can only notice in parsing that riglfts. 
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which cannot exist without social rcQCjgnltion' 
are here divorced from that recognition, as 
they must inevitably be by a^iy thinker 
who starts from unrelated individuals. We 
must proceed to consider Spencer’s notion 
of the content of rights. Here we may dis- 
tinguish the private rights of the citizen, which 
are concerned more particularly with his pro- 
perty and his family; and his public rights, 
which are concerned with his relations fo the 
State. Spencer’s conception oi private rights 
ha^ certain peculiarities, which are how/)ver 
logically connected with his general attitude, 
lie disbelieves entirely in any right of private 
property in land, because it contravenes the 
law of equal freedom, which demands equal 
access to the land. That law postulates public 
and national ownership of the soil'; but such 
ownership once granted, there may and must 
be private property in its products, not only 
because the producer has mixed his labour with 
the products, but because he has hired the soil 
for a consideration from the commuility, and 
has tlnis qbtained a right which is valid “j&c- 
cause h\^ obtained the consent of society before 
(‘xpending* Ids labour.” This *ia;>t significant 
plirase seems sqniewdiat destructive of Spencer’s 
wdiolc. theory ol natuial rights. If a right so 
el' 'r''cpj;ary as' that of propert^y involves social 
recognition, it is difficult tb seo how rights can 
in their nature be independent of social recog- 
nition. The self-contradiction is the more 
serious, as Spencer definitely speaks of the de 
sire fot property as “ onq of the elements of our 
nature,” and thus implicitly claims as natural a 
right which he fiterwards recognises as social. 



101 


NATURAL RIGHTS 

i5\it revo’lntic^nary as he is in his treatment of 
property (and indeed natural and non-social 
rjgjits cannot tuit be subversive of society), he 
i^^still more revolutionary in his treatment of 
the family. Premising that all command or 
government is in its nature barbarous, and that 
the free individual is, as it were, the only 
civilised institution, he attacks the “ subjection 
of wqinen ” nearly twenty years before Mill, 
and goes far beyond Mill in attacking the sub- 
jection of children. Not onl^ should women 
receive the vote, Jnit, in an^idcal system ^f 
social statics, the family as an organisation of 
life anci a discipline of character should disap- 
pear, and the law of equal freedom should be 
extended to children, whose rights are co- 
extensive vytli those of adults, and should not 
be nullified by parental coercion. 

In discussing i)ublic rights Spencer starts from 
the assumption that government, a relic of the 
predatory state, is from an ideal point of view 
a vieion^MTul immoral lasUliitic.i, vluch in all 
its aci’ ^ t'ecessarily mteriere with, the 
fre%play of faculty. It is indeed necessary : if 
it is a relic of thf predatory state, the^e are also 
other relics, and these need governiiicnt for their 
cure. Rut it is a necessity ^ bieh must be 
modest ; jtvliieli must efface itself^ which^ust 
justify its existence, by existing as litTre as 
possible. And this it can do in three ways. 
In the first place it can efface itself, for the sake 
of the law of freedom, by admitting the right of 
the cit^z"*n “ to ignore the State.” It and 
ibmusr, | i rmt .sc** izens to 4ibandon the bene- 
fits and thj’ow off the burdens of citizenship^). 
Dissent is already an ignoring *of the State in 
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one matter, and that a vital matter t'disseAt 
must be generalised. But tlue point of the 
paradox somewhat disappears, when w^e^je; 
member that this is only an ideal principle, afftL 
tliat it can only operate when society is ideal, 
Spencer tantalises the individual with glimpses 
of jewels of freedom, which he can only wear 
in the days of perfection. In the second place, 
governnaent can meet the demands of the law 
of equal freedom, by admitting all its citizens 
to an equal share in the imposition of all the re- 
stlaints it imposes. Unless all .are thus ad- 
mitted, there will be class-bias and class- 
government: if all are thus admitted, that 
danger does not disappear, but nevertheless we 
may j)ut our trust in the masses ; fiartly because 
they are too disunited to combine in the pursuit 
of class-interest; partly, and still more, because 
they have at least as much goodness and as 
much good sense as the rest of the community. 
In the third place the State must carefully de- 
limit its function. Nature tells us th^^ 
organ can only have one function; and the 
verdict of this “ first principle,” the voicp of 
history, and the universal practice of men com- 
bine to proW that the one functicn of the State 
is protection- -administration of the law of 
equai freedoi 7 > — ^maintenance of natural rights, 
l^he "^late is a joint-stock protecl:ion-com- 
pany for mutual assurance. ’ Without and 
apart from the State, I may have perfect free- 
dom for nine years, and lose freedom and life 
itselfdn the tenth ; wnthin the State I am never 
wholly free, and yet never wholly lose my free- 
dom. There is as much aggression on freedom 
within the Stale as without the State ; for the 
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State '4^ pi akin" its small aggressions daily, 
liut the n<y|rTi:e{s‘sions are better distributed and 
:nore,t(«k ifd>le; -iin ’ ..^^refore insure myself 
wilh the Stiite, thou|?h 1 know that 1 shall not 
gliln, and that I shall suffer just the same 
amount of aggression, because I prefer the 
method of its distribution. In this somewhat 
negative sense 1 am protected; and for this 
protection, but for nothing else, I insure my- 
self. If the State tries to give me more, which 
it can only do by^taking more from me, in order 
to get the means for its gift, it bj*eaks the “ tacit 
agreement ” we have made. And here we m^y 
already see, wli^t in The Man versvs the State 
becomes explicit, that Natural Rights neces- 
sarily involve Social Contract, whatever in- 
cidental and irrelevant mention of “ social 
organism ” • may adorn the process of the 
argument. 

Spencer’s account of the function of the 
State is mainly an account of what the State 
ought not to do. It ought not to rc^gulate in- 
dustry; •it ought not to establish a State- 
Church ; it ought not to attempt colonisation.* 
It (Aight not to give poor relief, or to undertake 
the care of puldic health; dor in bpth' ways it 
defeats the cfperation of the law' of natural 
selection — a law which Si^)ence; thus seems to 
have grasped already in 1850, some ciirlit jy^ ars 
before Darwin ^anct Wallace communicated 
their papers to the Idnnsean Society. Nor, 
again, must the State give education. The 
ctild has no right to it — for he can exercise his 
faculties witliout it; and the parent on the 
other hand has a right to buy all his commo- 
dities — his* child’s education much as his 
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milk — by free purchase in an opto n;ir.r].et un- 
controlled by any monopoly. Moreo've^r state- 
education will be conservative in tendency 
(though that is hardly our experience of its 
working) ; and it will not diminish crime; 
help the State to discharge its true and proper 
function of protecting its members from wrong, 
since ignorance has no connection with crime 
and wrong-doing. Finally, the State must not 
institute a public mint, or work a postal system, 
or erect a lighthouse. It ha's, in a word, no 
business to interfere with the wise severity of 
nature’s discipline, which makes us better 
when we do things for ourselvbs, and — what is 
more — makes the things which we do for our- 
selves better done than those which th-^ State 
does for us. 

Here we may end our account cf the high a 
priori element in Spencer. It contains notliing 
which is really new, but mucli that is as old as 
the Middle Ages; and it combines, in a way 
which would have appalled Beni ham, the 
Benthamite principle of happiness \^:th those 
doctrines of natural riglits and of an intuitive 
moral sense which Bentliam denounced as 
prime nvMacies. It seems dilT’cnlt, after con- 
sidering tins mechanical logic df abstract de- 
duction, to se<. whei^e biology can enter; and 
vyt it already enters in Social Statirs in very 
mteffeting ways. Early in tjie book Spencer 
speaks not only of men, but of all organisms, as 
tending, in virtue of an essential principle of 
life, to find freedom for the exereis(‘s of their 
faculties through adaptation to their environ- 
ment; and later in the book he objects to poor 
relief and to public sanitation btk^ause they 




prweitt >iK*h adaptation, interfering as they 
do with that' discipline which, in all animate 
creation, tends hy means of the struggle for life 
to produce the survival of the fittest. lie docs 
not see in tlii» struggle the cause of the per- 
petuation of favourable variations and of the 
consequent origin of species. But he has al- 
ready borrowed from Coleridge, and ultimately 
from Schelling, a theory of life wliich makes 
the true “ idea gf life ” consist in a tendency 
to individuation, and degrees of value of life in 
the progressive realisations of* this tendcnc^^; 
and this theory* prepares the way for his sub- 
sequent concef)tion of evolution as j)rogrcss 
from the undifferentiated and hornogeru^ous to 
the differentiated and heterogeneous. It is his 
belief in t}iisj)rinciple of “individuation” which 
inspires tlie* warmth of his feeling for tlie in- 
dividual. It is from this point of vi('w that he 
can spe*ak of morality as a species of transcen- 
dental physiology. If a tendency to individu- 
ation is the law of all animate life, and if the 
moral law^ is sim]>ly the rule for the individu- 
ation of human life tlirough the fn'e t^xereisc 
of individual f^apaeity, it follows tlat the 
moral law is a.spt'eies of the univer.sal law. If 
Spencer had stOf)ped lierc he might have been 
ch^ar, if he was not corretit. W'e should Jiave 
had a thfory of *the w’c>rld-pro(*(‘ss of inc' - 
ation of organisfns, Tn wdiieh the struggle for 
life left as tlui survivors the most individuatc'd 
organism— -the organism wdiieh sho\v('d the 
most unique capacity working most fr<‘(;ly in 
virtue ^of the perfect harmony between itself 
and its environment. 

But Spencer did not stop here. lie had 

D 2 
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written of inaividuation, and had cbmibined 
a belief in individuation with a belief in the 
individual and his rights. He had nejit to 
tliink of society and its claims. He had to 
think of the process of social individuation, 
and of the relation of individual to social 
individuation. He faced the problem, but 
instead of solving it he hid his head in the 
sands of metaphor. There is one individua- 
tion, he argued, of the indiyidual; there is 
also another individuation of society. The 
result of the process, for both alike, is an 
organism. There is an indiyidual organism, 
and there is a social organism; and the two 
are parallel. Some obvious difficulties occur 
to the mind. In the first place, to suggest 
a parallel between two things is not to deter- 
mine the relation between them. ' The more 
you labour the parallel, the more you forget 
to determine the relation. Spencer is the 
classical instance of the labour and the for- 
getting. In the second place, if you seek to 
establish a parallel, it is necessary td^be clear 
about the two terms of the parallel. If vou 
compar.e two organisms, you must be clear 
about Spencer is clear^’ajpout the indi- 

vidual organism, which is obviously physical; 
he i^. by no means equally clear about the 
ecKL-iii,prgani6m. To be intchigible;^ he must 
mean by a social organistn a mental system ; 
for a society is a union of minds to achieve a 
common purpose. On the other hand, to be 
consistent he must mean by a social organism 
a physical system. What a physical social 
organism may be it is very difficult to com- 
prehend, And yet we shall find Spencer 
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Mtenipyn^ to comprehend such a thincr^ and 
including in the social organism botli railways 
and the telegraph wires which run . by their 
'Side. 

When we ‘speak of an organism, we mean 
(1) a living structure composed of parts 
different in kind; (2) that those parts, by 
reason of their difference, are compleuKuitary 
to pne another and mutually dependent; 
(3) that the li/^alth of the whole consequently 
depends on the healthy discharge by each 
p£K’t of its .own proper function. An or^pan- 
ism thus possesses the correlative attributes 
of a liigli degree of differentiation and a })igh 
degree of integration; and “organic unity ’’ 
means unity in and through difference. Again, 
an organism, just because it is a living struc- 
ture, and just because it works so subtly 
through the reciprocal functions of its parts, 
cannot be changed from without by any 
mechanical act. It grows; it grows from 
within by a development which affects all its 
parts simultaneously; and such growth is 
vdiat is called “ organic growth.” Now all 
these terms-^organism, organic unity, organic 
growth — may be, by a vietayhot, ajijilied to 
the State. The State is not an organism; 
but i^ is like an organism.^ It is /lot an 
organism, because^ it is not a physic"^>^tiTic- 
ture. It is 5 mental structure — a union of 
different minds in a common purpose. But 
this , mental structure is like an organism, 
‘because (1) the attainment of the qommon 
►purpose depends on the discharge of reciprocal 
functions by the different parts, and the unity 
of the structure is thus organic ” ; *and 
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(2) any change of the structure can only come 
from within, and by way of a development 
affecting all the parts together,- and the 
growth of the structure is tlius “ organic.”* 
The fact, however, remains, that* the State is 
not an organism, because it is a self-determin- 
ing system of minds which are themselves 
self-determining; and the whole analogy 
leads to confusion instead of clearness, unless 
we are clear about the terms of the com- 
parison, and unless we are also clear that 
meteiphor is not sttgu merit* and that a parallel 
betwx‘en the State and the individual is not an 
explanation of their relation. 

In Social Statics Spencer lias already begun 
to speak of a “ social organism.” The develop- 
ment of society, he says, may be corieeived as 
the result of a tendency to individuate and 
become a thing. What he nev(‘r explains is 
how the State can tend to become a thing, and 
how an individual supposed to be utt(Tly and 
entirely oppost'd to it can tend to beepme a 
thing witlun it, at one and the same time. 
That f)robIem — and after all it is the funda- 
mcaital problem of political theory — demands 
for its solution a full and just eenc(‘ption of 
the individual, which abolishes the supposed 
opposit’on between tlib man and the State, 
aiffl Vir^>gnises that the individual has tor the 
highest element of his individuality an element 
of reason and rational purpose which is com- 
mon to liim with others and the bond of his 
communion wdth others For want of such a’* 
conception, and lacking as he does any reap 
theory of the relation of the individual 
mind to the social system of minds, Spencer 
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can in .the §amc treatise, and within a few 
pages, speftk of the State first as a joint-stock 
protection-conipany, and then as a social 
organism. “ An uncriticised individualism,” 
as Prof. B»sanquet says, “ is always in 
danger of transformation into an uncritical 
collectivism.” If you do not grasp your 
” individual ” firmly, he slips round in your 
hands, and you find you have hold of him 
as it* were at the other end. He will insist, 
that is to say, on showing his social aspect, and 
on becoming “ common.” Ycni find, as Spereer 
finds and urges; at the end of Social Statics^ that 
human progress is towards greater mutual 
depeiKierice, as well as towards greater in- 
dividuation ” ; “the welfare of each is in- 
volved in tlie welfare of all”; “all men’s 
business in the business of eaeh.” And so the 
book which tells us to start from the unit, and 
to see, in the wi)ole the mere result of its in- 
herent piopcrties, ends by telling us tliat the 
health of the social organism “ in a measure ” 
depemfs on the fulfilment of some function in 
whjch the unit takes part, and that the happi- 
ness of cacli iifiit dcpc'iuls on the normal action 
of every orga'n in the social bc/tly. Surely 
there is some inconsistency here. And if we 
try to answt^r that charge by plcndin^j that 
it is g^cmimcht, to which the iiidiv’ V.Td ns 
opposed, and sn cl cty in which he has a function, 
we shall hardly succeed by 'tliat answaT. 
Governniciit is jnirt of society and one of its 
organs : how can it be in its nature op[K)scd 
to the rest? Jf, again, we ]jlead that govern- 
ment is gi “ deciduous organ,” a relic of the 
predatory state, which is a Auisanee andean 
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anachronism in the industrial State, we shajl 
hardly succeed any more. The- • irulustrial 
State does require government — government 
more multifarious and pervasive tlian any 
before. The “ deciduous organ, as a matter 
of fact, has never been more vigorous than it 
is to-day. 

A quarter of a century passed before 
Spencer publislied his next consecutive treatise 
on politics — the Principles of Sociology^ of 
which the first volume appeared in 1876. 
Tl/'Ss period \vas‘^ largely occupied by the .de- 
velopment of his general philosophy, but it is 
also marked by a number of articles on political 
subjects, mostly in the Westminster Review^ of 
which the most important are reprinted in the 
tliree volumes of his Essays, In sornc matters 
Spencer changes, in others he continues, the 
lines of Social Statics. 

Tlic change is partly one of general attitude, 
partly one of particular tenets. An increas- 
ingly mechanical conception of the wqj:ld dis- 
places the old conceptions of divine guidance 
and intuitive moral ideas. The Principles^ of 
Psychology of 1855 show Spencer admitting 
the out(ir world of environment ii?to the mind, 
and regarding human faculties as “ organised 
results^ of the intercourse between the organ- 
i^'^Strid the environment,” which are trans- 
mitted from generation to 'generation by 
inlieritance. More striking is the change in 
Spencer’s attitude to the particular problems 
of land and the position of women. This 
change presents some dilliculties and ^some 
amusement. Spencer had a vanity which, as 
it made him c(!mcerned about his originality. 
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.iTi'ctde hiVp also concerned about his consis- 
tency. He wag not sufficiently frank; when 
he shifted his. ground, he was apt to cover 
up his tracks to conceal the change; and a 
habit of taking refuge from the stress of con- 
troversy in a sort of sulky silence did not 
conduce to light. He was thus involved in 
difficulties with Mill and Helen Taylor about 
Woman’s Suffrage (1867), and with Henry 
George about L$,nd Nationalisation (1882) ; and 
the difficulties on the latter question after- 
waKls led tq strajned relaticms with Iluxky 
(1889-1893) a^d to a quarrel with Henry 
Georgj (1893-1896). The fact was that Spen- 
cer modified, and did not frankly admit that 
he had modified, his old views on these sulqects ; 
and this is^ amusingly illustrated in the edition 
of Social Statics of 1892, which omits the 
relevant passages of the first edition without 
any explanation. No wonder Mill and Henry 
George claimed his alliance, and were surj)rised 
to lirid^it was not theirs; no wonder the keen 
controversialist Huxley rallied wSj)encer on his 
tergiversation, and was surprised to find tliat 
he retired info silent pique. The difJi(!ulty 
sprang from.tlie fact that there was from the 
first a confusion in Social Statics betwetm the 
absolute or Utopian ideal and actual, social 
institulaons. ft \vas not clear* to wlu'^V di 5 - 
partment wonmn’s suffrage and land national- 
isation belonged. Mill and Henry Cieorge 
claimed them for actual social institutions; 
Spencer, alarmed to find his Utopia coming 
80 close (^‘ I had no concejition tluit the 
question ^ould be raised in our time, but liad 
in thought a distant future ”),^QUght to baitish 
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it into tlio far future. And he did", tins the 
more anxiously because, as we shall see, he 
had come to recognise that social institutions, 
as they stand, have a relative justification, as 
the pro})er forms of equilibration for their own 
age and stage of growth, and that they must 
not be, as in Social Statics they tend to be, 
rejected or even despised in comparison with 
the absolute ideal. 

If in these respects the lines, of Social Statics 
are abandoned between 1850 and 1875, in 
nv^ny respects they are continued, and even 
enriched and developed. I'liq, essay on The 
Theory of Population (1852) urges that decrease 
of fertility accompanies higher development, 
because the individuation which this brings is 
antagonistic to reproduction. The article on 
the Art of Education (1854), afterwards em- 
bodied in the short treatise on Education (1801), 
regards education in something of the old 
way, as essentially a process of sclf-devclop- 
ment, on the ground that “ humanity has 
progressed solely by ^^//-instruction.” Above 
all, the notion of tlie social organism jvas 
developed, partly in the Essay on The Social 
Organism (1800), and partly in thf^it on Special- 
ised Administration (an answer to Huxley’s 
Essay on Administralive Nihilism) in 1871. 
la Ss^^al Statics the analogy (“ we may almost 
say there is more than analogy*-”) between the 
State and the diving organism had been mainly 
urged on the ground that both were common- 
wealths of parts wdth reciprocally subservieitc 
functions, parts so closely united that nqne of 
them could ever be injured without detriment 
to all the rest* Again, assumuig that the 
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3e|ree (^.differentiation represented the scale 
of value, Spencer had also urged that the 
analogy could, be applied historically and 
qualitatively; that the low form of State 
with little differentiation of function could be 
assimilated to the low form of organism with 
its low degree of differentiation, and the high 
form of State with the greatest articulation 
of parts to the high form of organism with the 
maximum of differentiation. The Essay on 
The Social Organism is meant to emphasise a 
different po^nt. Jlere Spender insists th%t 
society is like ^n organism because it grows 
and is^not made”; and he points the moral 
that it should be left ‘‘ to grow ” under tlie 
free play of social influence, and not '' made,” 
or rather ^Jiecked and hindered, by govern- 
mental regulation. This w^as tlic point in- 
tended, and this is tlie strain on which the 
essay .begins; but the conception of social 
organism is two-edged, and it tends to cut the 
0})posit^ way when the end of the essay is 
reached. An organism is a unity with a 
ncrye-centrc ; tliat nerve-centre regulates the 
wdiole body ; a^id thus of a sudden tlie grow- 
ing ” organisjn'^which should not be rc'gulated 
becomes a bureaucratic or socialistic state under 
the control of the cciftral brg.in. Starting 
with a conception of organic growdh iiiLv'iTdea 
to justify indfs^i dualism, Spencer ends with 
a concef)tion of organic unity *wdiich tends 
to justify socialism. Huxley, wdth his keen 
cyc, fixed on tliis inward contradiction »in his 
oesay. on Administrative Nihilism (1870); 
and Spcruticr, both in his reply in Specialised 
Administration in 1871, and In all his later 
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political writings, is occupied in reconciling 
the contradiction. 

In 1876 Spencer published the first volume 
of T)ie Principles of Sociology, the next great 
landmark after Social Statics in the develop- 
ment of his political theory. The way had 
been prepared by a large collection of data, the 
Descriptive Sociology, begun in 1867 (and not yet 
completed), which reminds us of the descrip- 
tions of 158 constitutions whicli Aristotle col- 
lected to form the basis of his Politics. The 
Principles of Sodology emphasise the doctrine 
of the social organism, though, with sufficient 
reservations to safeguard very amply natural 
rights, just as The ManVersus the State, ten 
years later, emphasises natural rights, though 
with sufficientreferences to biology to safeguard, 
if less amply, the doctrine of the social organ- 
ism. The f)urpose, therefore, of the Principles 
is to adopt where it is useful, and to ..reject 
where it is not, the organic conce])tion of the 
State, The adoption seems wliole-h/‘arted : 
it is illustrated by a wealth of analogy, whether 
between Protozoa and Bushmen, or between 
the nerve-trunks running by the side of the 
arteries and the telegraph-wires which run by 
the side; of railways. But the adoption is only 
secured at the cost of' a sacrifice of the unity 
cfl organism. The natural organism, we 
are told, contains two organisations. There 
are the organs of the nervous system, which 
form tlie ajiparatus of external action ; there 
are th.e organs of the alimentary or sustaining 
system, concerned with the assimilation cJ 
food. The first set of organs is imder the 
strict and dcsp'Otic control of the regulating 
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as;\it luust necessarily be in order^to 
"meet external needs with eflieiency : the 
'Second set of organs has a regulating system 
of its own, which is no way despotic, but is 
based on the •sympathetic affection and the 
mutual influence of the co-operating parts. 
Not only are the alimentary organs inde})endent 
inter se ; tliey are practically inde|)endent of 
the first set of organs and its regulating brain. 
At the very m^st tlie ‘‘ higher ” or nervous 
system only “ restrains ” the “ lower ” or 
.alinu^ntary system j it secs that the orgaijs 
of alimentation^ are paid in exact pro})ortion 
to the work which they do. Now all this is 
true, mutatis mutandis, of the social organism. 
It has two organisations. There are the 
organs of the governmental system, which 
serve for ex1t(Tnal action; there are the organs 
of the industrial system, which serve for 
intern^ life. The former involve despotic con- 
trol to meet the needs of war from which they 
spring the latter constitute a self-controlling 
co-operative system. The industrial system 
(which Spencer makes the “ higher,” at the 
cost of falsificiftion of his analogy) is practi- 
cally indej)en(J.eht of the governmental system ; 
at most it needs a “ negative regulation ” by 
that system. It only nteds ?ach restraint as 
will sedTire tha"t none of its p^lrts shalUget 
alimentation without doing w^ork ; it needs, in 
a word, the enforcement of contracts which 
determine the proportion between work and 
ahmentation. Thus government exists ex- 
ternally for w^ar, and internally for the eifforce- 
ment of contracts. It has no further raison 
d'etre or function. It must loaye aside posi- 
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regulation; it must specialise G^clusiv-e!/ 
on negative regulation in order to discharge 
efficiently its one and only function. This is 
what Spencer means by ‘‘ specialised adminis- 
tration.” 

The argument seems neat, and the analogy 
close. But it contains difficulties, and Spencer 
was not unaware of those diflicultics. Even 
if the stomach pursues a sort of independent 
existence in the body, it is not the end of the 
body, or even tlie higher part of the body. 
l;^^ut industrial ^society, which corresponds- to 
tlie stomach, is the end of the body politic, 
or at any rate its higher part. To solve the 
difficulty Spencer has recourse to a lunda- 
rnental distinction between the social and the 
natural organism. The one is discrete; the 
other is concrete. There is no social sensorium, 
or single centre of consciousness ; each member 
of society is, what each part of a natural 
organism is not, an organ of feeling and 
thought. Since there is no social scaisorium, 
it follows that the happiness of the aggn'gate 
is not the end ; since the centres of conscious- 
ness are local and individual, it follows that 
their local and individual liappiness is the end. 
Thus a society which acts on the theory that 
the individual is a means to the ha])piness of 
^he^iggregat(', as every military society does, 
is a wrong and “ low ” society ; i a society wliich 
acts on the ?;heory that the liaj)pincss of the 
individual is an end to which government is 
a means, as the later industrial society does, 
is a right and high ” society. Or, putting it 
in another w^ay, we may say that the regulating 
governmental system of organs, which origin- 
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in waV, is necessarily based on the assump- 
.tion of despotic control of each individual for 
the sake of success in war, and thus sacrifices 
• the individual, and thus again falls low in the 
scale of value, since individual liapj)iriess is 
the end and therefore the standard of value; 
while the sustaining industrial system of 
organs, which originates in the peaceful pur- 
, suit oi individual wealth, is based on the 
opposite assumption, and thus realise s the in- 
dividual, and thus again stances high in the 
scafe^of valuer On* all this it follows that 
while the evolution of the animal organism is 
toward** the triumph of the nervous system, 
the evolution of the social organism is towards 
the triumph of the alimentary system. But 
if this is so, •the stomach is, after all, the end 
of t he so(’ial organism. 

Having thus inverted the order of value — 
having •made the imhistrial system the 
“higher” system in the social organism — 
Spencer proceeds to show a historical process 
making for the triumph of industrial soc^iety, 
Tliat*])roccss stilts from a Kricg.%laat, where 
all is -war, and there is no industry ; where all 
men are strictly regulated by government as 
means to its end; where, ^all men being thus 
held to tfceir phices, status is ihc» conse qfi^.pt 
rule. The process ends in a Ilandelstaxiiy 
where all is inciustry and there no war; 
where all men, as ends in themselves, are knit 
by ^voluntary association; where contract is 
the rule of industry, and colours by sympath^&tic 
affection the rest of life. It inspires politics, 
and creatcjT democracy; it iiisgires n^Iigiony 
and creates a system of free churches; it 
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inspires social life, and produces* voluntaivT® 
education and voluntary charity . Th e Utopian 
ideal of Social Statics has returned again, but 
in the somewhat lower and commercialised 
form of an industrial society. The old con- 
trast between ideal anarchy and actual social 
institutions is now a contrast between the 
military State and industrial society ; and 
sometimes it even appears as a contrast be- 
tween the Tory party, with its cult of militarism 
^§ind status, apd the Liberal party — the old 
and true Liberal party, and not the hew 
Radical perversion — ^with its cult of industrial- 
ism and contract. 

The whole argument suggests several reflec- 
tions. In the first place the social organism 
is only saved by being cut in pieces. It is only 
reconciled with the individualism of industrial 
society by a distinction between the discrete- 
ness of the social organism and the concrete- 
ness of the natural organism whicli destroys 
the whole notion of a social organLrn. And 
so it is no wonder to find that, in spite of a 
hundred j)ages of analogy, Spencer ultimately 
bows the social organism out of doors. He is 
not content with cutting it in pieces; he 
sends it into exile. ^ It has served as a “ frame- 
, w^fK ” for building a true structure ; but the 
structure is independent of it. In the 
second place Spencer’s bifurcation of State and 
society cannot stand. We may disting^iish 
State and society, as Hegel and Besanquet, 
in different ways, seek to do ; what we cannot 
do, and what neither Hegel nor Bc'^anquet 
attempts to (\p, is to bifurcate the t»vo. Society 
is held together by the State; and if it were 
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MiU;;’ held together, it could not exist. It 

‘ is easy to say^ with Spencer, that voluntary 
co-operation archie ves the vast mass of the 
world’s work, and that the State (in the sense 
of the government) achieves but little, and 
that little ill. It is harder, but it is very 
necessary, to see that voluntar}^ co-operation 
is only made possible by the State, and, what 
is more, that the more there is of voluntary 
co-operation, t|;ie more need there is of the 
State. Ihit that is the simpler fact. The 
Stid'C, the great source of adjustment, ♦is 
all the more needed the more there is to 
adjust. One has only to look the facts in the 
face see that the great extension in modern 
times of voluntary co-operation, both between 
master and man, and between master and 
master, also meant a great extension of govern- 
ment. Governnient has had to keep pace 
with industry : government has had to solve 
its problems by Factory Acts, Company Acts, 
and Acts innumerable. In the thirci place 
one must admit that the Spencer of the Prin- 
ciples of Sociology has made some progress 
since he wrot^ Social Statics, 9Hiere lie was 
prone to reject, or at any rate to despise, 
social institutions : in the Principles he 
acknowledges that instil^tionk have a relative 
justification. His semi-historical idea of th^ 
nature of prin*itive predatory society helped 
Spencer to make this advance. ‘Many tilings 
may be admissible, he came to believe, so long 
03 militancy is great. Moreover, the material 
apcumulated in the pages of Descriptive Socio- 
logy modi/ied to some extent his old ‘‘ repug- 
nance to coercion,” his old jibhorrenee'of 
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slavery/’ his old “ aversion to ecclesi atticism 
It showed the need, for their Qwn day and in 
their own time, of strong kingship.; of slavery 
as a metliod of cultivation and a means of 
leisure; and even of supernatural control. 
Perhaps “ relative justification of social in- 
stitutions ” is only a long name for the simple 
fact of a growling Conservatism, already evident 
in the attitude of his later days to questions 
like land nationalisation and w^pman’s suffrage ; 
and many will prefer the impossible Radicalism 
ot Spencer at tlfe age of thirty to the doctrine 
of relative justification which .he attained as 
he neared the age of sixty. 

The Principles of Sociology starts from 
the social organism, but ends in Natural 
Riglits : The Man versus the State (1884) 
starts from and ends in Natural Rights. 
Natural rights, after all, are the solid core of 
Spencer’s thought. The reasons lie - deep. 
They are to be found not only in those particular 
influences of his early life, of which v»e have 
already spoken, but also in the elementary 
fact that Spencer was an En^^glishman, .and 
that Englislfmen cannot easily get away from 
a belief in natural rights. Twe causes have 
contributed to tfris national characteristic, the 
one riiigious,.the other economic. Tljp one is 
I'Jisscuit : the otlier is the doctrine of laissez- 
faire. Dissent, on the wholb a peculiarly 
English pheiiomcnon, is the primary source. 
Spencer was himself sprung from the ranks of 
Dissent, and in Social Statics he couples witE a 
reference to tlie history of Dissent his advocacy 
ofrtlie “rigid to ignore the State.’’ In the 
history of Dissent the Independents are of 
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pait'iculaj’ importance/ They asserted not only 
the independence of the religious conscience 
from* the control of the State, but also the 
independence of the individual congregation 
from any ecclesiastical organisation ; and 
Green has remarked how in the younger Vane, 
the recognised representative of Independency, 
there first appears in England the doctrine 
of natural rights. A little later, and we have 
in Locke a philosophy which we may almost 
say that Independency has made possible — a 
philosophy of the limited function of i}^ 
Stafe, based on thd assumption of the natural 
rights of indepehdent man. Another and later 
dcvcfe^iment reinforced the idea which had 
thus found its origin in religion. Tins develop- 
ment is the political economy of Adam Smith 
and his successors. Of this development we 
shall have to speak later in its }>roper con- 
nection ; it is sufficient here to notice that the 
econorfiic riglit of the individual was now 
added to his religious right, so that Spencer 
can constantly couple the idea of natural 
rights with the idea of industrial so(*iety. It 
is little wonder^ in the light of thmfif fac'ts, that 
the idea of natural rights should hdve been 
continuously, ^f often unconsciously, ch(,^rished 
by generations of Englishmen. Englishmen, 
it is often said,* have always a})f)ealed not te 
the general natural rights of all men, but to 
the peculiar legal rights of EnglisJirnen. As a 
matter of fact the lEnglishmen of the seven- 
teenth* century could openly apjxral to natural 
rights; and whether the a])peal has been 
openly made or no, the idea has scrv(‘d as a 
motive force, and it is still a motive forec?^ 
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nowht/e more striking 2han in som^e of the 
agitations of recent years — in modern England. 
It is the merit of Spencer’s severe logic that he 
brings into the open daylight what is lurking 
at the back of most men’s minds,. 

In laying down the doctrine of Natural Rights 
in The Man versus the State Spencer alleges 
as its source and its support the science of life. 
The “ science of life ” has a biological sound ; 
but all that Spencer means is an a priori view 
of human nature. If we look at the life of 
the individual on the assumption that it is 
worth living, he argues, we must conclude 
that the acts necessary for its maintenance 
are right, and the claims and liberties nco?...sary 
to those acts arc rights. It may be urged in 
reply, as it is by Huxley, that on this argument 
tigers have their rights. No, rejoins Spen- 
cer; there is a difference between the riglits 
of man and the rights of tlie tiger. The 
presence and society of other men constitute 
this difference, ^lan must not claim (but 
Sp(mc(T gives no explanation u'hy must 
not claim) any rights of action which interfere 
with his rights of acti(«i. And if man 

cJiUS ab ‘ odoris some of his claims and liberties, 
the rest of his claims and liberties may be 
regarded as ethical rights. One can only re])ly 
xthat if they" are regarded ac cthica’ rights, 
there are no more natural rights, and there 
is a grvnl confusion of thought. But Spencer 
now turns, Icavinrr confusion as it stands, to 
the science of the life of the society, as if it 
were something different from the theory of 
rights. He discovers that the conditions of 
such life, based as it is on division of labour, 
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afe • freed C)i:n to make ^contracts of exchange 
and the enforcerpent of such contracts. And 
t)ius, lie says,/‘ i;t results that to recognise and 
enforce the rights of individuals is at tlie same 
time to recogntse and enforce the conditions 
to a normal so^‘ial life : there is one vital 
requirement for both,” The State must con- 
fine itself to enforcement of contracts, other- 
wise it violates liberty, which “ consists in tlie 
relative paucity pf the restraints ” which the 
State imposes on the rights of the individual. 
If State attempts paternai government?^ 
it is introdiicing family-ethics into a domain 
to which they do not belong, and in which 
they ^d’ll do untold harm. Family-ethics are 
based on the principle that benefits shall be 
given out of all proportion to desert; State- 
ethics are based on a rigorous justice, which, 
by enforcing contracts of exchange, ensures 
that eaph gets benefits exactly proportioned 
to his deserts, receiving in proportion as he 
gives, a^d giving in proportion as he receives. 
Family-ethics applied to the State w^ould stop 
the beneficent struggle for existence, into 
whicfi the citizch entered wheix^crj)!!! away 
childish things; it would give tho^-<^akling" 
more than he deserved and perpetuate an 
undeserving life. The pl«rase, land indeed the 
whole argument* rinses difficulties. How can' 
the State tell, and what criterion can it use 
to discover, what life is undese?ving-?^The 
search for such a criterion is the difficulty 
that confronts those Eugenists who advqcate 
artificjp-1 selection. But it is also a difficulty 
w hich the hgliever in unchecked natural selection 
has to face. If he assumes that'tjie life which 



124 HERBERT? S?E^^ty^R 

cannot fiml means of subsistence is midcservinp, 
he has indeed something of a criterion; but 
that criterion belongs to the sphere of “ tiger- 
rights,” and not to the sphere of ethical ” 
rights. A tiger has a right to do anything 
in order to live; but man’s rights, we have 
just been told, are restricted by the presence 
of his f(yllows, and are only “ ethical.” A tiger 
has a duty ” to die when he cannot find food, 
because he has the right to do anything in 
order to find it; but has a man, with a re- 
^utricted and ‘Mhical ” right, the like duty to 
die ? Vix sequitur. Has the^ State, then, any 
duty to keep him alive, or to help him to 
better conditions of living? At any Irate, if 
its existence restricts his “ rights,” there seem 
to be the elements of such an obl^ation. 

Sf)encer’s supposed natural rights (it is diffi- 
cult to see how on his own showing they are 
really natural) carry him logically into the 
doctrine of a social contract. It is true that 
he attacks that doctrine in S ocial ^.Statics : 
it is true that even in The Man versus the State 
he castigates “the error that society^ is a 
manufactmc;' whereas it is a growth.” lie 
can scl jl'.at the conception of society as a 
manufacture is responsible for the sins of 
legisjfiitors ; Jor it sets them manufacturing, 
' and manufacturing, in the nature of the case, 
very hailiy. He even urges strongly the vital 
conn^evh u between institutions and national 
character, because he wishes to drivp home 
stnnigly the lesson that you can do no more 
with institutions than national charaetei: allows 
you, and that if it does not sup})ort and indeed 
create an insti tuition, the institution cannot work. 
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NevTithclps's," natural riglits will have their 
viay. There’ must needs be some compact of 
ilie individual possessors of such natural rights 
befdre w<r^n have a society : there must 
Q£ed^be some act of agreement to the restric- 
tion of natural rights before we can attain 
the ethical law of equal freedom. Already in 
Social Statics Spencer argues that, citizenship 
being willingly assumed (for the citizen has 
• tlic right to ignore the State if he will), “ there 
is an agreement tacitly entered into between 
the^tate and its members.” * Sinularly, i 
The Man versus the State^ after dismissing tin 
baseless hypothesis of an actual contract, an 
hypotlfcK^is which, as a matter of fact, few 
thinkers have ever made, he finds a hypothetical 
contract nevertheless necessary. To lind a 
moral origin alike for the institution of sove- 
reignty and its limitation, “ we ask what 
would be the agreement into whiefi citizens 
would now enter with practical unanimity.” 
In reality it is wnth the limitation of sove- 
reignty rather than with its institution that 
Spencer, like Locke, is concerned. Aiul there- 
fore, aTter dismissing Quakers, w hardly 

consent to w^ar, and criminals, w])o -hardly 
consent to polic*e, he defines the functions of 
the State as defensive war and defence agaijist 
internal ci?emics. *T(^hesc lie adds, rc^member- 
ing his former adwc/cy of the national owner- 
ship of land, the use and control of the iWtftuTrial 
territory — a vague phrase that only serves to 
cove5 the nakedness of his change of mind.,. 
The hypothetical citizen %vho makes the 
hypotlictical^ contract is really a prospicrous 
business man, concerned for thvj .protection'' 
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of his property and thi free acquisili^on of land 
for new premises and for the better transit 
of his goods. He is the afcs^raetion of the 
economists ; and whatever the value of cconCniic 
man for the economist, who . has isolated fcK 
inquiry the study of economic phenomena, 
“ economic man ” will hardly serve as a 
postulate for the political theorist, who has to 
study the citizen^ and to study him as a whole 
in all his relations. We inay assume the 
“ economic man ” to have perfect insiglit into 
his economic "interest; but we cannot assume 
tlie citizen to have anything like the same 
quality of perfection. The 'perfect insight of 
the economic man is of course an abstraction, 
like the straight line of Euclid, but it is near 
enough to serve its purpose ; the perfect citizen 
— too perfect to need more thafi a minimum 
of State-action — is a flat contradiction of life. 
hiXperience show^s to us all, as we have seen 
that it sliowcd to Green, fclloAV-citizeris of very 
various degrees; and it show^s us no small 
number — labourers on the verge di subsist- 
ence, overwa^rked w'omen, denizens of London 
^ yards — can only enjoy Spencer's 'law of 
' equal r.'.:?dom when the State by every manner 
of interference ” has removed the obstacles 
frevn their j)aLh. Here w^e may see the error 
into which w^e are betrayed if, like Spencer, 
we urge that “ Social Scit^ice,” like mechanical 
arid g'o'j'metrieal science, must work wdth per- 
fect data — straiglit lines, “ straight men.” It 
may logically do so, if it recognises that the 
resultant structure will be a “ straight ” polity, 
an ideal State; but it will be illogical, if it 
seeks to apply to the crooked man, who after 
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.all is whut we have w^ith us, the rules of the 

straight State, The result is simply to 
’jitrcst^thcn hands of Conservatism or even 
xea^joifr When the strict theorist urges that 
*-U“Se State ”• (under which unqualified term 
he confuses together the State of straight men 
and the State of crooked men) ought not to do 
so-and-so, or ought even to stop doing so-and- 
so, lie is doing exactly what the Conservative 
and the reactiotfiary desire. 

Thus Spencer, just because be was too Radi- 
Cirtj*and too ^luch a man of “ first principles*’ 
and “ straight bjies,” ended in the Conservative 
camp. • The passage to the Conservative camp 
was becoming general at the time when The 
Man versus the State was published (1884). 
Maine’s Popular Government^ which apjieared 
in 1885, is significant of the trend of thought. 
Many were alarmed by the rapid progress 
of Gladstonian Liberalism; and not a few 
were so much alarmed by the progress of the 
cause 4hat they threw the cause overboard. 
Nevertheless, it seems curious, at any rate 
prima jade, t9 see the doctrine of natural 
rights, so long connected within eTlac^i qil is m 
of Tom Paine, becoming the cofTrer-stone of 
alarmed Conservatism. In reality the doctrine 
may b^ used tp support’ either cause ii^iffer- 
ently. Natural lights are the sand of refuge 
in which the ‘individual buries his head to 
escape a pursuing State. The^^ -may ^serve 
Conservatism for a refuge against a demo- 
cratic and progressive State, no less than they 
served the Whigs of 1688 for a defence against 
the despotism of James II, or the Radicals^ of 
1789 for a bulwark against a Whig oligarchy. 
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None the less, as Ritcifie says,' the.' ^host of 
Torn Paine must have chuckled when l ord 
Halsbury could tell a Conservathx aiul'ence" 
that “ one of the things which the" ‘British 
people most cherished was theiif owm frced?rp* 
of action, the right to do as they willed with 
their own, whether it was their labour, their 
property, or their skill.” 

But we do Spencer an injustice. He had 
not changed in 1884-. He had preached natural 
rights from the beginning; and it was the 
change of political conditions which made 
the prophcd, of a different cause. . It was the Tory 
parly that had changed, or at any rate seemed 
to cliangc, from the champion of paternalism 
against all manner of dissenters to the cham- 
pion of individualism against all manner of 
socialists. Spencer was always the eonsistent 
advocate of an a priori individualism; and the 
inconsistency which he betrayed wns not an 
inconsistency between wdiat he h(‘ld at one 
time and what he held at another, ,but an 
inconsistency between the two discrepant 
elements in his permanent theory, which he 
held togc'Ci^’r all along in aii unreconciled 
"aiitinorn^- oohe element of individual rights 
and the* clement of social organism. Pie 
leanuyl some|}iiiig in after life from natund 
science, but he never leariVd enough 'to con- 
quer tiie unscientific prinOpbs from wdiich 
he staiLvnl. Hf natural selection suited his 
book, tlie social organism w^as not so com- 
plaisj^int. It wages a truceless war in tiie 
multitudinous pages of his wu’itings wdth the 
idea of natural rights. That idea was already 
confused in itsldf, apart from the idea of the 
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scwMal Qi^rnnisrp. Sfxncer now urges that 
nq,tupl rights inhere iii the individual, and now 
ai-lo\|^s that. they need the consent of society; 
at time he holds that the rights of man 
'/telQng to the* law of all life as such, and at 
another he confesses that they differ from other 
rights in being ethical. The entry of the social 
organism makes confusion worse confounded; 
for natural rights in a social organism are as 
much in place {is a vacuum in a solid. The 
tragedy is that if Spencer could only have 
hn§n clear about rights, he would have made 
himself still clearer by his analogy of the social 
organism. As It stands, his {)hiloso}>hy of 
rights may be summarised in two contradictory 
propositions. (1) My rights, and all my 
morality, are positive and natural forces, 
springing fi*oin the aviditas vitce and the love of 
self-assertion which I possess in common wdth 
all animate existence. (2) Since I am a man, 
living In the presence of my fellows, my rights 
are negative and ethical ideas, in tlie sense 
that they are not the fruit of self-assertion, but 
demand at any rate somuchsclf-reniinciat ion as 
wdll lead me to i\.‘spect the righte my fellows. 
If we abandon this self-contradu;.' . . , nfpu- 
thesis, and start from a will towards the good 
which I have in eommor# wit); all other ^nen, 
and in ‘^virtue 'loUof my animality, but of* 
my humanity— ^^ve hold that rights spring 
from this moral good, peculiar to h ; but 

common to humanity — then we sec that rights 
are*always positive in the sense that they rc^t on 
our nature as moral beings and on its imj)ulseto 
assert' itself as such, and that they arc always 
just for that reason ethical ; ar^i wc can als’o 
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see that the}^ involve a sc.cial organism,, because 
the ^ood wliich is their source is coinmoi}^ and 
can best be attained in common. . » , 

Here we must leave the political phildsppliy 
of a thinker, who has probably had a greater, 
vogue than any other in the last sixty years. 
No doubt that vogue has been due to the 
appearance of logic and synthetic system 
which pervades his writings; but it has been 
heljjcd as much, or more, by the fact that 
his philosophy accords with an instinct for 
kidividual rights which the course of English 
history has made almost universal in England. 
Spencer’s philosophy seems to set the stamp 
of authority on the prima facie philosophy of 
the ordinary man; and the ordinary man 
would not be ordinary if he did not like to 
see his views signed, scaled and dc^livered by 
a ])hiIoso{)her. Nor is Spencer’s vogue alto- 
gether unconnected with his vocabulary. His 
writings abound in a facile terminology which, 
while only naming the problems to be, solved, 
seems in itself to afford a solution; and the 
would-be learner always receives such a termi- 
nology wit^^iadness, particularly wheri the 
icfiiis k^^-Jnng. Moreover, there is a certain 
Puritanism in Spencer which was bound to 
attrpjpt attention and admiration in England. 
There is a fine air in Social ^4at\cs of fiai justitia^ 
ruat ccelum. There is an atipficsphere of stern, 
unbeiiulag rectitude. “ This is the right thing 
on first principles, the only ultimate right, and 
the pnly real right. Imperfect man niay not 
attain unto it; but it is the right.” We ^^re 
somewhat prone as a nation to a certain ciis- 
jUnction betwx^en a lofty moral theory and a 
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more' lowl}| practice. This is why 
I we are sometimes called hypocrites abroad, 
and why our own literature, as it holds the 
mirror up to nature, presents with figures of 
hypocrites freftn Dickens to Meredith. Per- 
haps this national tendency to disjunction 
helpcid to give some of his vogue to Spencer, 
who was equally disjointed, and fell into some 
disingenuousness when he had to descend 
from the mountain heights of absolute right 
to practical questions like land-nationalisation 
and-vwoman’s suffrage. On the^ whole Spencef 
suited England;, and on the assumption that 
a nation deserve the political theory which 
it gets, we may say that England deserved 
Spencer. 


CHAPTER V 

THE SCIENTIFIC SCHOOL — AFTER SPENCER 

•to 

From first to last Spencer sought, how- 
ever Lu;’ successfully, to bring polities into 
connection with biology. I'hc two proved 
unw^ling yoke-:^ellows ; and Sjjencer is some- 
times driven to take them out of clouble harnosq. 
and to make Jthem run separately, liiology, 
he confesses, deals with organic evolution, while 
sociology deals \yith “ sup5r-org*anic ” ; biology 
treats oF the siniple.Wtion of individual organ-"* 
isms, but sociol(5gy^ias to face the super-adjdcd 
factor of “co-ordinated action df -*^‘riiany* in- 
dividuajs.” The cleavage between sociology 
andr biology leads Spencer, at the end oh the 
first .volume of the Principles of Sociology^ to 
draw a distinction between the social organisy:i 
and the living organism, and to find in the dis- 
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creteness of the one, andjthe co^Ic^ctertess''of the^ 
other, the reason for a fundamental distinction! 
between the two. The cleavage widens further ' 
in The Man versus the State, The little word 
super ” begins to involve large! consequences. 
The additional factor of co-ordination, we now 
discover, makes man and his rights something 
different from animals and their rights. Man’s 
riglits, to be “ ethical,” have to be adjusted to 
suit the fact of co-ordination ( “ the presence 
of our fellows ” constitutes a limit, and our 
Hglits only become just rights wlicn they iictve 
been adjusted to that limit. Spencer 

ends in an antithesis between the life-process of 
the natural world, in which each unit pushes 
as far as it can its right of individual self- 
assertion, and the ethical process of human 
society, in which each unit co-ordinates itself 
with others by renouncing self-assertion. Yet 
at the same time, however inconsisteqjjy, he 
still speaks of struggle, selection, and survival 
of the fittest as the laws of society. ^ 

The antithesis between natural and social 
right which is present even in Spencer is the 
dominant "CTeinent in Darwin^in Huxley and 
in Russei *'lT’i.,lIace. The life-process of cosmic 
nature, they all feel, is not like the ethical pro- 
cess iof human* society. By Darwin himself 
his great discovery of natu^l selection, though 
suggested to his mind by'. Malthus, a writer 
on social' phenomena, was scarcely applied to 
society, or used to sanction any dogmj? of the 
natural right of man to struggle or of “the 
natural duty of the State to confine; iti^elf 
to holding the ring. He felt indeed that 
natural selecWon had been an important in- 
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; Mende ?i1 luimfAii hisliory, because it bad pro- 
I duced'tliose social instincts, necessary to the 
• cohesion and therefore to the survival of each 
tribe, wliich were the basis for the dcveJopmerit 
of tlie moral sftnse ; and he felt that it was still 
an important influence in modern societies, be- 
cause the struggle for existence (or, as Huxley 
would say, for the means of existence) was a 
check on indolence and a guarantee of the suc- 
cess of the most* gifted in the unending battle 
of life. But he thought that for man’s highest 
nature other agencies were nfore imj^ortanif, 
and that moral qualities were much more 
advanced by habit, reason, instruction and 
religion than by natural selection. On the 
whole, Darwin devoted his thought to natural 
science, an^ never set himself up to provide a 
social p}nIoso])hy, What has happened to his 
doctrine is tliat would-be social philosopliers 
have pressed it willy-nilly into their service; 
and in tliis way it has been enlisted under 
the ditferent banners of anti-clericalism and 
imperialism, socialism and militarism. 

By Huxley social philosophy is explicitly 
made something distinct frcuo difti indeed 
opposite to ludural science. Ho-*i L.. some- 
wliat like Hobbes, from a contrast between 
cosmic nature, ^with its natural rights” of 
self-assertion and^ self-satisfaction pursueef 
through cru(*l ancy unending struggle, and the 
ethical nature of social men, ag^^K gated in 
societies whose end is the good of mankind, 
and possessing social rights which are rel^itive 
to«.g^nd controlled by this good. The natural 
order of things does not tend to l)ring about 
the good of mankind ; ‘‘ cosndc; nature,” he 
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writes in Evolution and EihieSy^’"' is nd schoot'of 1 
virtue^ but the headqu^ters of tl'.e eneray of 
ethical nature.” Nature, red in tootle and claw ' 
with ravin, is the realm of “ tiger-rijrhts ” : she 
plunges her creatures in a struggle for Irfe, in 
which natural selection secures survival not for 
the morally best, or even for those who are abso- 
lutely the physically fittest, but simply and solely 
for those who are the best adapted to the con- 
ditions which hold good in a given period — in 
other words, for those who in some one respect, 
^nd in that respect alone, ^arc relative ly fittest. 
Nature knows no morals and nprrioral standard ; 
her “ fittest ” are measured by no canon of 
absolute worth, but by the relative canon of 
adaptation to conditions ; and nature’s fittest 
will be low in any human scale of values if 
the conditions prevalent are low conditions. 
Nature, again, knows no rights that ought to 
be : her rights ” are simply the power^s which 
each of her creatures actually uses for its asser- 
tion of itself in struggle and Nature^ simply 
recognises by the grant of survival the power 
which is most powerful under her given con- 
ditions. ""ITct ' laws ” are simply statements of 
cruel tarov*. • her rights are .simply brutal 
powers. To import moral rights of freedom or 
equa\hty into tnis sphere is meaningless. No 
* sucli rights exist in such sphere; and any 
notion of moral right musF^ie 'set aside as irre- 
levant. There is no freedom in a sphere where 
you must adapt yourself or die; there is no 
equality in a realm where the whole hypoth'esis 
of survival of the fittest implies inequal ity* 

It is man who measures things as high or low 
by a moral sc'ale : it is man who says that the 



, SPLENDID REBEL 135 

higher ^I'lght'tc be : lit is in the artificial ” 
moral \world createdj by man that morality 
exists, and' rights, in any other sense than 
powers of ravin, have their being. Man is an 
animal under'the sway of Nature; but it is 
his glorious and miserable destiny to be an 
eternal rebel. He is Nature’s slave and 
Nature’s master, and this is his unending 
tragedy. He sees a world in which the Jiction 
of each individual is directed to the benefit of 
that individual at the expense of all otliers : 
he«<2onstru(‘ts a world whose end is the good 
of mankind. *For self-assertion he substitutes 
self-restraint; in place of competition, he 
requires that each shall “ not merely rtLSpect, 
but shall also help his fellows ” ; he sets his 
face “ not^ so much to the survival of the 
fittest, as to the fitting of as many as possible 
to survive.” He arrests tiie cosmic process of 
struggU^ in the interests of an ethical ])roccss 
directed to the survival of those who are 
ethically the best. He does not indee d go as 
far as the horticulturalist with his plants, or 
seek^positively to breed the best; he has not 
the necessary wnsdom to selecruio DTst stock, 
and he is afn^id that the synif^f^^i’.v iic lionds 
which unite his artificial socifty would fail to 
stand the strain of such An (dfort* He iii con- 
tent with a more ir jdest and negative aehiev^e- 
ment ; he wall pat ^^stop to the struggle^ for exist- 
ence, but he will leave the struggle lui’- the means 
of exisitenee still to rage, lie liopes that the 
straggle for the means of existence will elicit 
th^l»est; and in this hope, and for this end, he 
seeks to s^^eure the carrier e ouverte aux talents^ 
by which the good shall ascend. to their due 
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place, and not only so, %nt the iacl siiaa also 
descend to their proper fevel.* ' / 

It is thus absurd to speak of an’ ‘‘ ethics of 
evolution,” since evolution is a natural and 
non-ethical process : we rnu 1.. erf" the 
})hrase, and speak of an evolution of ethics. 
Here, indeed, we may see a diflieulty of the 
same kind that confronts us in Hobbes. How 
can natural man ” evolve his “ unnatural ” 
world of ethics? We seem to^need some deus 
ex machina ; and Dr. Russel Wallace, feeling 
fhis need, has been driven to suppose some 
“ influx ” from “ the unseen universe of spirit ” 
to solve the difficulty. Huxley meets the 
difficulty in a simpler way. The self-restraint 
of the moral world springs from organic factors 
in the natural man. The difficuHy of this 
answer is tliat it contradicts the antithesis of 
the natural man and the social man which has 
been so vividly emphasised ; and here, indeed, 
is tlie Aveakness of Huxley’s wliolc position. 
Rut h‘t us set the difficulty aside, and follow 
the arguirient. According to Huxley, the 
organic faetcu’s of the natural man which 
ia;£:d^j5^ety are two — family affection and, 
more impt^?\a.it still, the human instinct for 
mimicry. Like Ragehot and Tarde, Huxley 
is ani"' irnitationist.”*^ We tend to imitate our 
Tcllows : we want to be like our ftdlows : we 
want to have the approA’^M 6f our fellows. 
This j)urcV/ reflex operation of the mind, by 
Avhieli, chameleon-like, we take the hue of 
othci's, is the foundation of soei(‘ty. ITere 
Huxley, it Avill be seen, is attem})ting a psycko- 
fOgical explanation of the State. . The A^alue 
of such an explanation must be discussed 
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laforj ^ blit Vn’. any I case it is not obvious 
how tsH imitative abrogate can constitute a 
new moral world. In reality the problem of 
the existence of such a world, if we start from 
a ba'sis like tiliat of Huxley, is practically in- 
soluble, It is difficult to see how imitative 
sympathy can produce an organised community 
directed to the good of mankind, or how 
imitative man can be anything of a magnificent 
rebel against mature. On such a system we 
are forced, after all, to take the State and its 
aiin.s on trust, a^d to leave an unsolved 
dualism at thS root of all our thought. Dualism, 
indeed, must afways be the result, as long as 
we divide man with a hatchet into a self- 
asserting natural organism and a self-renouncing 
social beiyg. The State will remain an un- 
explained negation of the natural man, the 
n^alm of an unexplained “ do not,” in which 
the individual loses himself, and outside 
which alone he can assert himself. It is only 
whei^we start from man as a whole; only 
when we conceive him as being, in liis entirety, 
a rational beiiijnj whose reason directs him to a 
goocl common to himself ana othdf rational 
beings, that can* escape dua-V...xi, and lind 

in the State a positive sphere of self-realisation 
in the attainment by ^omitio^^ effort* of a 
common good.* ^ 

Huxley thus l^wes the raison d^etre of the 
State uncxplainea; and its functitsj;'- — the good 
of mankind — remains a mere assumption. 
Because the nature of the State is not made 
its powers are left unlimited and in- 
definite. nSolvitur ambulando, Huxley retorts; 
we can follow the empiric clue,* and hold tllat 

E 2 
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government may do am/thing vhich at any 
given time will promote^ “ the good of man- 
kind.” Natural rights avail nothing against 
government ; they constitute no limitation of 
its powers; let government do what it can to 
ensure the rule of peace in the cultivated 
garden of the social world which has been 
reclaimed from the wilderness of nature. 
Now the things that belong to peace are civil 
and moral rights; and to these rights duties 
are attached (whereas no duties are attached 
to natural rights) ; and ths^ violation of thase 
duties must be punished. So we enter the 
realm of “ civil ” freedom, where civil and 
moral rights are guaranteed. To give such a 
guarantee is the function of government, 
ihit the guarantee is only given in tlje interests 
of social peace, and it is only given in so far 
as it is consistent with those interests. Those 
interests are supreme. The State mu§t ob- 
viously protect the interests of social peace by 
Avar, and such protection must involve,/ con- 
sequential interference ” with the liberty of 
its nieml)ers, to wliich no hard and fast limit 
^can^ b.e \mi which must ’vary with the 
naturcT* of case. Thus, in,, the essay on 

Administrative Nihilism, Huxley is led to defend 
coinpiilsory e/JuCatioli on the ground of its 
hee(‘ssity for the promotion of social peace. 
II ere he runs (‘ounter to onoj^of' Spencer’s doc- 
trines; and though he is tender to Spencer 
persorudly, he proceeds to attack the general 
anarchist doctrine which Spencer had taught. 
He deni(‘s that the State is a worse buiig.ler 
than any other “ joint-stock company ” ; and 
he urges that tiie analogy of the social organism 
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really fav(>iii\ the d(*sj)oti.sm of some “ brain- 
ceiytre ” In the essay on Government he directs 
against Aabcft^n Herbert’s cult of “ individu*’ 
liberty ” a fire of criticism which really riddles 
Spencer’s position; for Herbert, in objecting 
to State-sanitation and State-education, in 
restricting the State to civil and criminal 
justice, and in conceiving all government as 
in its nature a usurpation, is exactly at one 
with Spencer. In all this polemic iSuxley’s 
attitude is not unlike that of ^Jobbes towards 
th(^ Puritan ^indivklualists of his day; and 
indeed his kin<ihip with Hobbes is obvious 
in many ways. But while Hobbes has some- 
thing of the doctrinaire logic of Spencer, 
and while his logic makes him as extreme a 
partisan af government as Spencer was of 
anarchy, Huxley’s strong common sense and 
lively sense of reality prevent him from being 
an apostle either of government or of anarchy. 
If he will not conceive the State as an anarchic 
socie*5’, because an anarchic society is a con- 
tradiction in terms, he will not conceive it as a 
soci|il organisn^ because a s(jcial organism is 
also a contradiction in terms. A soci^‘\'^ he 
urges, is not .an organism; it*Ij an artificial 
structure which implies, like every association, 
a basis of implic^ contract! jKow contract 
involves two elements, an element of attraction 
— otherwise tlfcr^’ would be no contract ; ^ and 
an element of repulsion — othWwise there 
would-be not contract, but fusion. In man these 
twb elements are the social inclination an?l the 
“ ■jUj'^ocial peculiarity ” of self-assertion. Since 
society kas these two factors at its roojts, 
government must be adjusted ‘to both, and 
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must recognise "" two offposing tcndeiieies of 
equal importance — ^the ^ne re'straining, the 
other encouraging, individual Trecdoi/i.’* It 
must somehow balance the two empirically, 
and strike such a mean as the conditions of the 
hour and the public opinion of the day admit or 
demand. 

A certain dualism, and with it a certain 
pessimism, remain as the conclusion of the 
w^hole matter. Huxley is not dear about self- 
assertion : sonr\etimes it seems to be a moral 
attribute, sometimes the natural attribute Of 
tlie ancient savage. On the whole, it tends to 
remain the latter. It is the element within us 
that binds us to the tumultuous process of 
cosmic nature. As such it bids us multiply in 
excess. Propagation is one of Nati’re’s rules, 
for it is a necessary condition of that struggle 
which is her “ law ” ; but propagation brings us 
face to face with the ‘‘ problem of problems,*’ 
over-population, the insoluble Sphinx whose 
riddle we must solve on pain of death* 'and 
nevertheless can never solve. There is thus 
no happiness reserved for man,, but rather “ a 
constaiit struggle to maintain and improve, 
in opj)ositioit*L'o the State of Nature, the State 
of Art of an organised polity.” Our inherit- 
ance f 'om our ancestors, ovr dose of original 
sin, is the “ instinct of unlimited self-asser- 
tion ” ; we have the painful ."^sson of learning 
self-restraint Wd self-renunciation. Positive 
self-assertion, in Huxley as in Spencer, seems 
to be the mark of the animal ; and both believe 
that so far as we are men, and members ©f 'a 
society which we have built as men; w^e are 
bound by a morality which is entirely negative. 
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Sudi^ ti* J)hil^>c>phy c^n hardly stand. We can 
onjy justify o^irselves, and we can only justify 
the State • wjjiich is* part of ourselves and is 
ourselves, if, in some such way as Green and 
Bosanquet suggest, we believe that the self 
and its individuality are asserted in and through 
society, and that morality is something allirm- 
ative, something in which we affirm our whole 
selves, and not something in which we deny one 
half of our najture. 

Mr. Kidd, in Social Evolution (1894), fol- 
lows the same path as Huxle}^ but seeks the 
reconciliatioA ^of a dualistic world in and 
through religion. The biologist, Mr. Kidd tells 
us, must face and explain the phenomena of 
group-life presented by human societies in the 
same waj; and on the same principles as those 
on wffiich he deals with the simpler phenomena 
of life. He must recognise the same funda- 
mental law of natural selection — a law wffiich 
involves over-multiplication as its necessary 
coiW^’tion ; which operates in the struggle for 
survival among a surplus population; and 
re.^ults in thg refinement of the group-life 
of society through the e/iminatibn of its 
poorest and the ‘Selection its strongest 
elements. The law of life is a law which w'orks 
for the benefi^t of the sociTil prganisrp,” and 
uses the “ individual ” as a mere means to its 
ends. But the individual does not resign him- 
self to the sacrifice without a ^Jruggle.* The 
reason w^liich is in him, and whicli makes him 
the individual that he is, rebels. Reasr^n bids 
him live for himself, assert himself, enjoy him- 
self ; “what are organisms to me,” cries Reason, 

“ or I to them ? ” But the law*af life is afteV all 
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triuni{)]isLnt over insurgent r(‘as(>n Tfie law of 
life lias an ally. That ally is Rel./gion ; arid the 
law of life with the aid of lieligic'i lias through 
the ages defeated Reason. “ Religion is a form 
of belief, providing an ultra-rati jnal sanction 
for that large class of conduct in the individual 
wdiere his interests and the interests of the 
social organism are antagonistic.” 

A curious obscurantism is thus the doctrine 
of Mr. Kidd. While Huxley regarded society as 
the product of a human reason that could fling 
a challenge in t?ie face of Nature, Kidd regards 
societies or social organism's as the products of 
a law of life that overrides a i^ecalcitrant but 
selfish reason, and enlists in its service, to 
secure its victory, a religion which apparently 
has nothing to do with reason, except, indeed, 
to keep it in subjection. So it foilow^s that 
the evolutionary force of modern society is 
not intellect (intellect is rather a reactionary 
force tending to dislocate society), but the 
immense fund of religious sentiment gengrated 
by Christianity. “ The evolution of liuman 
society is not primarily intellectual, but re- 
ligious ” thei^i is only one Vay in which 
the rAVionalistic factor in human evolution can 
be controlled; namely, through the instru- 
mentality of religious systems,” 

• It is unnecessary to criticise Mr. Kidd. His 
conception of human reason, and his view 
of the relaticns between “ fiidividuals ” and 
“ social organisms,” are curiosities rather than 
contributions to thought. (Tn the other hand, 
a comparison of Social Evolution with Buckles 
History of Civilisation, a work in some.respects 
sinlilar, written at the time of the Crimean 
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War, throw real light on the subsequent de- 
velopment of political thought under Darwinian 
influernce in tlie latter part of the nineteenth 
century. Buckle, writing before tlie Origin oj 
Spedies, was Concerned to make the science of 
human society as stable and as certain as the 
physical sciences. Both classes of scierux*, he 
felt, had to undertake the collection, collation 
and interpretation of similar data in similar 
ways. Bucklo is thus scientific in a physico- 
mathematical way, and wdiat he borrows from 
Science is rather m<ithod than Content. By the 
use of this mdthod he is led to urge the influence 
of physical factors like climate, soil and food 
on the production and distribution of wealtli. 
He argues, for instance, that in hot climates 
but little |ood is needed ; that where little food 
is needed, jiopulation multiplies rajiidly ; and 
that where population multiplies rapidly, the 
distribution of wx‘alth is necessarily unfavour- 
able to the labourer, and his wages are iiu^vit- 
ab4fc, low^ Something of the same easy 
materialism also marks his discussion of the 
production and distribution of thought. It is 
a rhattcr, he urges, of the ‘""“genera^aspcct of 
nature”; if^Naturc is too thought is 

stifled, and a wild imagination runs into sujier- 
stition ; if Nature is chjiry of h^r terrors, man 
is confident and aares to think. If once he 
can think, man has wmn the battle. It is 
his thought w^iich is the mainsj^rirfg of 
progress. The great truths of morals never 
v<!lry ; their aspect is stationary. The fruths 
of^the intelhxt are progressive; . and it is these 
progressive truths of intellect, and not the 
stationary truths of morals, which alone lean 
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expliiin progress. Persecution lias disappeared 
not through the growth^ of h/fimanily, but 
through tlie growth of knowledge*. War tends 
the more to disappear, the more gunpowder 
liberates thought, by confining \Var to a pro- 
fessional class ; the more a knowledge of 
political economjT^ destroys the doctrines of 
commercial enmity ; the more the use of steam 
gives men a greater acquaintance one with 
another. His belief in knowledge leads Buckle 
to a disbelief in government.* It is not 
governments, he argues, 'whicli produce th^ 
progress of civilisation; it is kn(^wlf‘dge. He 
even thinks that government' is the enemy 
of knowledge and therefore of progress. It 
took long years to inoculate the Phiglish Govern- 
ment with the new knowledge of, political 
economy taught by Adam Smith. And when 
government is finally induced to do some- 
thing, w'hat it does is not the creation of some- 
thing new, but the undoing of something old. 
We may be grateful for tlic removal a^-' the 
nuisance, but why did the Government ever 
put it there? Government is a mere blun- 
derer; “vrith the cxcc{)tion of 'certain neces- 
sary cnactme::-^r respecting the preservation 
of order . . . nearly everything which has 
been done, has been dv>ne amiss.’! Tlie only 
service a government can render to civilisation 
is to keej) order, and thereby to give an oppor- 
tunity' for the.i'ree knowledge eff the individual 
to produce, what it alone can produce, the 
progress of the race. Otherwise, one main 
condition of the prosperity of a nation is thpt 
its government should have but little power, 
and ‘shouln not use that little much. 
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.. aiTl'initic^^ of Buckle willi Sjx'iicer, alike 

in Iii-s a])|)licntion of sj*icnce to society, and in 
hjs contcnip’t ffer the legisiatiire, are ol>vious. 
It was th(^ of Jhe Crystal Palace, wh<ai the 
waters were cl<?ar as glass, the individual knew 
himself, and the world trusted to his knowledge 
for its own proper going. The waters liad been 
troubled when Kidd wrote. Knowledge did 
not seem so easy or so clear : Nature had been 
discovered to bft as careless of the individual 
as she was careful of the t}^])e. The old 
harmony was gone; and a new harmony could 
only be altainhd, in Kidd’s view, by setting 
U]) tlie type, or social organism, as final, 
and reconciling the individual to the type by 
giving the type the consecration of an un- 
explained religion. ^ 

Hitherto we liave seen science seeking to 
regard human activity as part of tlie process 
of cosmic nature, though w'e liavc? found 
Huxley emphasising human relx^llion against 
eosmit," law', and Kidd recognising such re- 
bellion, but administering an opiate of re ligion 
to tl’^ rebcllioustspirit. The spirit ua^elemcnt 
of humanity is either not recognised or, if it 
is recognised, •it is Created ajT h mysterious 
exception to the natural law^ ^of the j)li \ sical 
world. A very^difftcTcnt application of fc'ien- 
tific doctrine to human affairs appears in 
Leslie Stephen's ^cience of Ethics^ (1882) ^nd 

^ The germ of Kidd’s view may peiljayt?^ he d<'leoted 
in W. R. ClifTord’s essays on the “Scientific Jlasia of 
MoTals ” and on “ Right and Wrong” (in his Lvctvrt^ and 
Essu'ffs^ ii. 106-107). These two essays, of the year 
1875, reprogent early attempts to attain evolutionary 
ethics, and are admirable instances of Clijjord’s philosopifio 
grasp and originality of view. * 
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Prof. Alexander’s Moral Order/and 'Progi^ess 
(1889). To them the human synrit is a central 
fact, which science cannot aifford either to 
neglect or to banish into the limbo of mysteri- 
ous exceptions, but is bound to ^explain. ^ And 
thus, instead of seeing man imported as a 
physical substance into a physical world in 
the throes of natural evolution, we are taught 
to sec evolution at work as a spiritual process in 
the spi ritual world of human will. The spirit of 
man, it is argued by Walter Bagehot and Prof. 
Alexander, is ^jbjcct to a spiritual evolution, of 
its own — an evolution which takes the form of 
struggle between competing rfioral ideals, and 
issues in the survival of the fittest of such ideals. 

Evolutionary ethics of this type, as ex- 
})Ounde(l by Sir Leslie Stephen and Prof. 
Alexander, and also by Prof, llitehie (in 
Darxvinism and Politics^ 1895) involves no 
application of sup})oscd biological doctrines 
of laissez-faire and the right of might to the 
ethi(‘al world. Such ap})lieation is indeed 
only too common. Darwinism has been 
pressed into f)olitical service by very different 
j)arties.’*H\lilitatists have a|^pealed do ' the 
ideas of slnj^’^de for existence and selection 
of the fit te st in order to justify the selective 
agen(;y of wjp. Individualists have appealed 
to the same ideas in order to find justification 
for an internal policy of laisvStz-fairc, wliich 
shah not interfere with the scV»ective activity of 
“ benefiei^nt struggle.” It is in truth an easy 
proepdure lo steal Darwin’s theory of the nat aral 
world and to apply it, without remembering mu- 
tare mnfancla, to the spiritual world of human 
relations. , It is easy to argue “ Nature sets 
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chi^h’Qa Compete; let the State set its 
citiz(‘ns to do ijie like : Nature recognises the 
fttrongesi speei|ps as tfie right species; let the 
human world recognise the strongest nation as 
the ri§ht nation. But the essential feature 
of the animal world is that it is unconscious : 
the essential feature of the human world is that 
it is conscious. The best can only l)e got out 
of an unconscious animal world through physical 
struggle, and at^^the cost of a tremendous waste 
of life exterminated in the vStruggle ; but it is 
a huge and untenable assumption that flic best 
can only be goij out of a conscious human world 
by the same method, at the same cost. Man 
would be a traitor to his humanity if he did 
not seek to use his consciousness to get the best 
out of himself without a physical struggle 
which means waste. His struggle must be 
peculiar, because he is peculiar : it must be 
in the. realm of consciousness, because he is 
conscious; it must be sclf-detern lined, because 
he 14 ^ self-determining. We must beware at 
any cost of that cheap fatalism, which issues 
in the false doctrine of the predestination of 
man^ by matter* and of election salva- 

tion by a m^ystcriems environment. If we 
replace this^naturalistic ti'avesty of Calvinism 
by a belief in sel^-determiniiig^ mind, ^then, 
but not till then, we may apply doctrines of 
evolution to human developmejit. In such ap- 
plication we mayi^ithcr, with Prof. Alexander, 
isolates the development of moral consciousness 
for^nquiry, and trace the analogy and identity 
of the laws of this spiritual w'orld with those 
of the natural world; or we may, like Prof. 
Hobhouse in Democracy and RvQction (1894), 



148 AFTER SPENCER,: 

urge that we are concerned with ortliOgenfc 'f . 
evolution, “ consisting in tW expansion of 
mind/’ and we can trace this ^expansion from 
the animals up to man, and from man to its 
culmination “ in the idea/ cf a collective 
humanity, self-determining in its progress.” 
In either way we escape from materialism, 
whether we do so, like Alexander, by em- 
phasising the independence of the separate 
process of spiritual evolution, or, like Hob- 
house, by an insistence on the spirit of man 
as tlie'iinal pfroduct of natural evolution. In 
either ^viiy we find evolution used to support 
the absolute predominance of spiritual right, 
and not of material might, not only wdthin 
each state, but also in the relations of each 
state with its fellow’^s. In either way we are 
led to consider the conduct of men in societies 
as primarily a matter of ethics. And yet, 
when all is said, it may still remain a matter 
of doubt whether ethics and politics, which 
belong to the sjihere of mind, will gain^bv the 
importation into their sphere, in whatever 
way, of the laws of the natural world. 

We iiJrn to psychology. "Here again we 
find an insie^'^nce on mind; and w^hatever 
criticism one may pass on the ay/plication of 
psychology to the philosophy of the State, such 
aj)plication has this merit, that it does at any 
rate j^rocet d on the assumption that the State 
is a products of mind, and nitist be interpreted 
in tx'i’i us of mind and not of Protozoa. The 
ap]>hcation of the psychological clue to'"' the 
ridilles of human activity has indeed become 
the fashion of the day. If our fathers thought 
biologically, w'c tliink psychologically. Ever 
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’^since JcWiis plunged into the mind of the 
eojisumer, and constructed the theory of final 
' value, eeonbmifets have tended to be more 
and inpre psyclio^gical. Ever since Bagehot 
wrote Physics^ and Politics, political theorists 
have turned social psychologists;^ they have 
approached the facts of group-life on the 
assumption that these facts are facts of group- 
consciousness, which it is their prol>lem to de- 
scribe and explain by means of the method 
wliich a natural science uses in order to describe 
and explain the facts, of matter. * Accmxiingly, 
just as the pl^^^chologist regards himself as 
studying, by means of the methods of natural 
science, a subject-matter consisting in “ states 
of consciousness as such,” so the social psycholo- 
gist regard^ himself as studying, by means of 
the same melliods, a subject-matter consisting 
in states of group-consciousness (is such. It 
is important to notice that social psychology, 
using the methods of natural science, regards 
itsel4ft as a branch of natural science. Two 
results follow from this point of view. In the 
first place, it follows that social j)sychoIogy 
must st?udy all the data of group-coruu*nousn(;ss 
— ^not only the later* and ino^^' com j)] ex, but 
also the sird%>lc and the primitive as they appear 
among animals in early hujjfian socjpties ; 
and it also follows, as a result, tliat social 
psychology mfist tend, like a natural science 
such as chemistf*y, to seek to* rcsol\^e * the 
complex into te^ms of the primitive. In the 
seetTnd placo$ it follows on its being a branch 
of T^atural science, that all the data of social 
psychology are of equal value to the social 
psychologist. Nrtrogen is no ^ore valuaBle 
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tlian oxygen to the chemist ; and the'*totem is 
no less valuable than the trades union to the 
social psychologist. He does iii-t deal in terms 
of value. Values belong to the moralist. This 
means that the psychologist, after all, does not 
greatly transcend the biologist when he turns 
his attention to politics. Both are funda- 
mentally alike in following the procedure of 
natural science. So far as the one or the other 
speaks in terms of value, he is transcending his 
limits as a student of natural science, and turn- 
ing a mdhilist. The advantage of the psycholo- 
gist lies in the fact that, just**' because he is 
studying mind, he is constantly driven to 
transcend his limits to a greater extent than 
the biologist. He has a greater tendency to 
grade and to value the different facts of con- 
sciousness and group-consciousness. It is his 
disadvantage that he tends to grade such facts 
from the wrong end; to make the beginning 
prior not only in time but in importance to the 
end; in a word, to explain civilised in 
terms of savage instinct. It is his disadvan- 
tage, again, that engaged in the study of 
“ states H)f consciousness,” he is necessarily 
driven back o^i.the isolated sentience of the 
individual mind which has this coTiSciousness. 
The world bceonres a sum of such isolated sen- 
tiences; and in order to combine them, and 
thus to attain to “ states of group-conscious- 
ness,” he invokes some primcjry factor in their 
sentience like imitation. This is to explain 
sociejty as an irrational structure, and thereibre 
not to explain sex^iety at all. Social psychology 
leads us first into the materialism of explaining 
the higher by the lower, and then into the 
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irrsftionansin of seeing in soeiety the result of 
imit^ltion, aud in its citizens the hypnotised 
product .of arbitrary Suggestion. 

Though Bageh(^ gives to his book the title 
Physics and ^Imcs (1873), and the subtitle 
of “ thoughts on the application of the prin- 
ciples of natural selection and inheritance to 
political society,” his book is concerned with 
“ psychics ” and not with physics, and his 
thoughts are chiefly about the application of 
the principle of imitation to politics\ His 
book is really the begijining of th^ psycKnogical 
method : it is fine imaginative reca})ture of 
prehistory by th? use of psychological analogy. 
His contention is that an early society has to 
form a large area of reflex action — a cake of 
custom — ii^ order to attain any solidity, just 
as a later society has to break away from this 
area in order to attain any progress. His 
explanation of both processes is fundamentally 
psychological. It is true that at times he 
tenck to ascribe the perpetuation of custom to 
a cause now discredited — the “ inlicritance ” 
of acquired faculties ; it is true that the 
“ natural selection ” of early war is^^pressed 
into service ^ ordev to exj^nin why early 
societies m>^st, on peril of their lives, form and 
preserve their custpm. JBut cnqfh the larger 
and more valuable element of liis book is 
its brilliant pitychological aperfus; and as a 
matter of fact hejfreally ascribes liie formation 
and the perpetuation of custom to ^the psycho- 
logitlal force of imitation. Bagehot wafi a 
Tardian years before Tarde wrote Les Lois de 
rimitatu^n. He uses analogies drawn equally 
from the style of •the leaders of«tJie Times and 
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the habits ox boaraiiig schools to show Iioiv, 
a style or type of character which has gained a 
“ chance-predominance -* is urigonsciously imi- 
tated, while its opposites a^e correspondingly 
persecuted, until it becomes tha general habit 
or hereditary drill of a society. Imitation is 
always the moulding force, if a desire for suc- 
cess in war is generally the driving motive, of 
early customary societies. Men have to imi- 
tate the successful type in order to be successful, 
b’jt they will imitate it anyhow. The great 
diffieiih: indeed, is to stop imitation, and, so 
to make progress possible, ddere Bagehot 
introducx'S a new psychological force — ^the 
instinct for discussion; and in explaining this 
force he makes some of his finest and most 
penetrating suggestions. Imitation is uni- 
versal ; discussion is the prerogative of a 
few societies; and this is the reason why 
progress is confined to a small area of the 
world. Discussion does much for the societies 
in which it is engrained. It means that for 
these soci('lies nothing is true because it 
is customary, or right because it exists; it 
means that a habit of toleration of opinion is 
developed; it means that the mere barbarous 
im{)ulse to “ do something *’ is' cl^ecked, and 
that men, “ loaking^* — ^and talking — “ before 
they leap,” leap less and so fare better. In 
this w^ay Bagehot comes to draw a distinction, 
almost reminiscent of Spci,,cer, between the 
military age — with its stem customary regi- 
mentation, and at the same time its impalse 
to hasty action — and the age of discussion, with 
its quiet toleration of opinion, its postponement 
of action, anddts preference -for thought. 
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Tlie application of psychology to politics 
sincfe the daysi of Bagehot has been chiefly 
diaracteristic pf French writers — Tarde, the 
most prominent ;%Durklieim, perhaps the most 
profound; Le* Bon, the most popular, and 
the most superficial. In England two recent 
wTiters have attempted this apjilic’ation — 
Graham Wallas, in his Human Naiure in 
Politics (1908), and MacDougall, in his Social 
Psychology (1908).. Mr. Graham Wallas seems 
to smile, with a sort of very kindly pessi,«TRm, 
at the psychological foundations modern 
societies. “ AVay with the intellectualist fal- 
lacy,” is his first warning : “ politics is only in a 
slight degree the product of conscious reason : 
it is largely a matter of sr4]x*onsci(!UK {processes 
of habit arui instinct, suggestion and iinitaiion.” 
In other words, w^e must enter by the back- 
door ; the fr(uit-door is very seldom open. 
Mr. Graham Wallas therefore takes his start 
from a sensalioualist philosophy,, though he 
mam\ges, unlike sensationalists sueh as llume, 
to jivoid a political philosoj)hy of absolutism. 
“ Man, like oth^r animals, lives in an un(‘nd- 
ing stream of sense im})ressions.” i^iis sen- 
sationalism i.^ combhicd wilj? a nominalism 
like that \f the later scholasties, who, as 
Harnack says,, “had ali» discovered ti^e im- 
portance of the concrete as comj)ared w^ith 
h(dknv abstractions, and to their perception 
of this gave brilliant expression,*^e. g. in ^)sy- 
ehology.” From the unending stream of sense 
irn}5ressions w^e seize for emphasis that w'btcti, 
W’hr;^i it occurs, is like something previous to it- 
self ; provided, indeed, that it is also signifu'ant, 
or. in otlier w^ordlS, that it suggests a set of ihi- 
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pressions of which it iS the clue or key:‘ Hefice 
arise the names (or nomina) which indfcate 
likeness and have also significarce, such as the 
names of parties, Liberal and Conservative; 
hence also arise symbols, ^hich are visible 
rather than audible, and appeal to that 
majority which is “ visualist ** rather than 
“ audilc,’* such as the party colours, red and 
blue. These names or symbols may have 
intellectualist origins ; “ justice/' as formulated 
by^ ri^>crates, had that origin. They may also, 
when tficy have become current, suggest to 
intellectuals ideas of an intellectual order; 
“ my country " may mean to the philosopher a 
rational conception of a living social organism. 
But what they suggest to the mass of us, and 
suggest automatically, is an emotion, in the 
sense of a set of impressions habitually as- 
sociated with the name. “ Country *’ and 
“ party " arc such names ; and institutions are 
thus not so much ideas, as emotion-charged 
and emotion-evoking names. Here enterr the 
art of tiie politician. He makes names, as 
RIazzini made the magic name “ Italia ” ; and 
he can play on the suggestibility of the mass 
till he makes the name a great emotional symbol. 
Here we reach the psychological sut^Citratum of 
modem elections. T^iey are, or tend to be, 
orgies : they are exercises in 
" ; the party names and symbols, 
the party colours, placards i^nd songs are all 
let loose on the suggestibility of the electorate. 

The same theory of “ suggestion,” which 
Mr. Graham Wallas applies to politics, has 
been applied to education ; and tlie teacher has 
been conceived as suggesting, consciously or 


psycliological 
“ spell-binding 
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tii^onsc^ousl}^ inteliectulil and moral lessons 
to ".'iis pupils. It has also been applied to 
economics : tlje adveftiser may be regai cied, in 
something the. jsiame way as the teac her, as 
suggesting, thoi%h in a highl}^ conscious 
"manner, exaggerated values for the wares 
which he advertises under a magic name. A 
close analogy may indeed be drawn between 
the advertisement of political values under 
magic names or symbols, and the advertise- 
ment of economic values. “ The enp,^fckih3?d 
art of politics consist^ largely in \hc creation of 
opinion by the deliberate exi)loitation of sub- 
conscious non -rational inference.” If this be 
so, the question obviously rises, whether there 
is any reason or hope for democracy or repre- 
sentation. Why should we not simply leave 
the best intellects to play on the suggest ilality 
of the mass as best they can ? B(‘<‘ause, 
Mr. Graham Wallas replies, the best intellects 
are themselves the prey of suggestion ; because 

gij^vemment without consent is a com[)licated 
and ugly process ” ; above all, because more 
stringent electoral laws, and a greater spread 
of e^M^ition, ni&y produce more swe^etmess and 
light. 'Jitf^reover, go»d may somehow come 
out of allVliis suggest! venes^ of names ; and 
Mr. Wallas clevotef^ a fin^l clmpt^er to spc‘cula- 
tion about a time when the name of Humanity 
may become charged with emotion, and “ an 
idea of the whole^xistence of our sj)ecies ” may 
prove, to have not less emotional effecd than 
“ tl‘j?!at of the visible temples and walls o ^^ t h e 
Greek cities.” 

Ihis is a brief, and perhaps, in both senses of 
the word, a too partial sketch c^^a book whfch 
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is itself eminently “ suggestive.** Many lines 
of criticism occur. Something could be «aid 
of its sensationalist premisses )l something of 
its nominalist philosophy; something of that 
tendency to explain the higher in terms of the 
lower, which leads to the explanation ox 
civilised life by the conditions of life in pre- 
historic times and to the repeated coupling of 
man with “ the other animals.** We might 
urge that reason is none the less reason when it 
is-* vat conscious inference, and that it is a 
fallacy i\>>denicionalise political society because 
it is not an explicit organisation of conscious 
reason. Better however than* to criticise is to 
empliasise the truths which Mr. Graham Wallas 
suggests. In the first place, he has analysed 
that automatic area of reflex action — habit and 
instinct, suggestion and imitation — ^which does 
exist and does need its analysis, though it 
exists, as we have seen before, in conjunction 
with, or rather in the service of, an intelligence 
which does not lose its freedom, but r^^her 
secures that freshness which is necessary to its 
freedom, through such conjunction and service. 
He has ^uIiowti that this automatic area, has it& 
dangcTs, as well as its uses- — ^that it may defeat, 
unless it is carefully controlled, tlie^itelligence 
wliich it serves. lie lias suggested that* if wc 
are to understand the fulness ot the* operation 
of mind, we must not make it a merely mechani- 
cal principle y we must not re^l luce it, with the 
Benlhainites’, to a calculating machine^, pro- 
in the same way for all men, on the one 
standard of pleasures and pains. We must 
see inmd in its fulness in the “ human^typ^ ’* ; 
we must see it in its diversitynin the multitudi- 
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variations from the type; and for tliis 
purpose we must employ the quantitative 
method, of sta|.istics. On this last point, in- 
deed, it may bejJWued that Mr. Graham Wallas 
is running out*of jfclitical theory into the politi- 
cal art of the practical statesman, and that 
theory studies the “pure” instance, if practice 
has to reckon wdth variations. 

But at any rate the fulness of the type does 
need recognition; and this is the point whic^ 
Mr. MacDougall also enforces in 
chology. Broadening the definitioif' of psy- 
chology, and making it not a static science of 
states of consciousness, but a dynamic science 
of conduct or behaviour, which deals with the 
issue of consciousness in action, he too would 
urge that4.)olitical theory, just like economic 
theory, needs the aid of psychology if it is to 
have a conception of mind and its operations 
full and real enough to make it fruitful. The 
difficulty is, when it comes to the point, that 
MrpfcMacDougall, wffiile giving a full account of 
the genesis of instincts that act in society, hardly 
shows how thajf issue into society. He seems 
to’dfc^jWeat deal of packing in prepai.'ition for 
a joumW on, which* he n^^er starts. The 
“ intellectii^'^lists ” may not do enough packing, 
but at any ratp they do* travel into ari^ even 
explore the state. 

Sociar" psychology Jeads us to sociology. 
Sociology, rougtu^ speaking, attem})ts a syn- 
the^'of biology and social psychology, though, 
it also runs into other studies like anthropo^gyT 
and^ven jurisprudence and economics. Indeed 
it is a Napoleonic study : it seeks to incorpo- 
rate in its empire the wdiole continent of the 
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social sciences. Comic was the fattier otjhe 
Tiaiiw. -AiiCi significance he sougiit to attacTi 
to tlie name was tiiaf of tiie “ positive ** 
study (positive in the sense //•being divorced 
from theological or metaphj’fioa! assumptions)^ 
of “ social physics *’ — ^that is to say, of the 
natural causes and natural laws of society. 
Spencer was the next to use the word and 
study the subject. Starting like Comte from 
a conception of sociology as a species of social 
plTyMc.s or statics,” he advanced to a later 
view wiirch made it a matter of social biology, 
and beyond that again to a still later view, 
which turned sociology into the study of 
social psychology. But on the whole we may 
say, with Prof. Giddings, that “ Spencerian 
Sociology ... is to a large extent a physical 
philosophy of society, notwithstanding its 
liberal use of biological and psychological 
data.” It has thus a Comtist character, but 
it differs from Comtism on some essential 
points. Its practical outcome is not the s"^vi*n- 
tific regulation of society, but the exact opposite 
of such regulation. Just because there arc 
laws, ajtd because these laws may be«^/uStecl 
to operate, Spencer thinks that the s^tatesman 
had better leave well alone. A^Uin Comte 
had regarded sociology as? the one and only 
science of human action. Believing the life 
of society to be an organically ihterdependent 
whoie, he had banished woidd-be special or 
departmental sciences like political economy. 
'3pt*:;;ecr is willing to treat sociology as ^co- 
ordinating science, and to leave room for the 
separate sciences which it co-ordinateo'. It is 
a synthesis within the great"^ synthetic philo- 
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sophy : it is thfe particuiar application of the 
-tunycTsal truth of evolution to a great depart- 
ment of co-o'rdinated sciences, which forms 
a single subjeit^^f study in virtue of being 
amenalile to tki^\pplication. 

According to Ihof . Giddings {Sociology, 1896), 
w^hom we may take as a reprcstn;t;vlive of 
modem sociology, the science must cmj)hasise 
the subjective as well as the objective side of 
the constitution of man. It must study social 
volition as w( 11 as physical evolution ; it^p»:.j j 
embrace social psychology as A\dl social 
biology. The weakness of the science, Prof. 
Giddings feels, lies in the department of psy- 
chology. Biology docs supply a principle to 
sociology — the principle of evolution. Psy- 
chology has tended to supply nothing more 
than a tirdSome enumeration of all the motives 
that actuate man in his social relations. What 
is needed is a principle; and Prof. Giddings, 
following but extending the generalisations of 
Tiyjle, finds the original and elementary sub- 
jective fact in “consciousness of kind.” So- 
cjiology has thus to trace and to relate to one 
the operations of the two pnnciples 
of evoi'^ion and of consciousness of Kind in 
human sdc’ctifis. It takes tRose parts of the 
sciences of iiiology and ^of psychology which 
relate to societies of men ; and it constitutes 
itself into a science by correlating these data 
with the facts of human society . Thus conceived 
it is broader thailn political theory, which is 
onl 3 ^iDne of its departments. Political 
only deals with political associations, united by 
a constitution and living under a govern- 
ment : sociology^ deals with all association. 
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Political theory assujfies as a datum mat man 
is a political being; it does not explain/^'^e- 
sociology seeks to do, how he came to be .a 
political being. ^ 

A political theorist mightj^eek to invert this 
relation. He might claim that it is the highest 
and most typical association which he isolates 
for study, and that in doing so he never forgets 
its relation to other associations; he might 
urge that, if sociologists are concerned with 
'f^ssaesis, he is concerned wdth the deeper pro- 
blemi^ 'ch rai^n d'Hre and value. But there 
is no n(‘ed to quarrel about names and the 
boundaries of studies, if so''iology produces 
good fruits. And this it seems likely to do, if 
it follows the lines on which it seems to be 
moving. The sociologist will start from habits, 
instincts, emotions, but at any rate he will end 
in a conception of association as based on in- 
telligent reason. The political theorist starts 
at the opposite end with rational association; 
but he adinits that there exists, and must be 
taken into account, a sub-rational area 6i in- 
stinct. Tl le di ffcrence between the two methods 
is not prcdoiiiid, " 

Note. — Space has not poijiitted any exat^mation of 
tbo new Inancii oi~ studies called Eu;i:eiucs. On this 
subject, and indeed on tbo relation of bii. lof:;y to politics 
in ^ei;/raJ, the reader should consult the thirty compact 
pa<:;cs of Mr. Bateson’s pamphlet, Biofogical Fact and 
the Flrurture of Society. Particular/y important are 
tile paL^es (24r-*j4) in which Mr. BatCvSon, adopting the 
biological conception of a social oi’ganism, discusses its 
on the ideals of socialism and demcoracy. 
Ho 'atgues that the conception demands a society 
articulated in permanent classes, each content wdth 
its furiclH'n. This view has its affinities -wim the 
to;.ching of Plato, and also, as MrA Bn,teson shows, with 
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the 4i?edia5val idea bf a systei^ of “Estates.” It issues 
jn.a cri^icis'm of democracy and in a comparatively 
favourable attitude to socialism — ideals which are argued 
to be incoinpatiblft. On the other hand, Mr. Bateson also 
criticises socialismfidKthe ground that it would be adverse 
to the emergence ol^ those exceptional variations, or 
“mutational novelties,” which are necessary to the 
progress of society. 


CHAPTER VI 

THE EAWYEES 

In 1859 appealed Darwin’s Origin of Species; 
in 1861 was published Sir Ilcnry Mainci’s 
Ancient Law. We need not suspect more 
than concomitance; but the concomitance 
between Darrin’s application of history to 
biology, and Maine’s application of histor}’ 
to law, is at any rate to be noted. Maine saw 
the connection, and in later years he hastened 
tomorrow new weapons from the armoury of 
Darwin. In Early Law and Custom he cites 
Darwin in support of the patriarchal theory of 
of early society. In Popular govern- 
ment he' j;nakes it part.^f his indictment against 
democracy, thkt the multitufSc evidently dis- 
likes the doctrine of the struggle for existence 
— “ that benefieent^ private war,^* he wViics, 
“ which makes, one man strive to climb on the 
shoulders of another and remain there through 
the law of the sur/ival of the fittest*.” Finally, 
his foiling for aristocracies, and for the : 

Second Chamber in particular, depends on a 
belief> whether Darwinian or Lamarckian, in 
the hereditary transmission of mental qualities. 



162 THE LAWYERS 

Maine’s Historical '^Method has, however, a 
definite ancestry of its own in its own sphere- 
Without forgetting the pioneer work done by 
Montesquieu in the Esprit def ^ois (1748), wc 
may say that the method the child of the 
French Revolution — child, as children some 
times are, in strong reaction against the ways oi 
its parent. On the revolutionary assertion oi 
natural rights, and the revolutionary belief in 
an ideal system of society which was every 
and always valid, there was bound tc 
follow, i^ftthe natural development of thought; 
an assertion of the place of rooted and ingrained 
custom and a belief in the doctrines of environ 
ment and relativity. Rather as a spirit thar 
as a method, this tendency already appears ir 
the splendid romanticism of Burke, It in 
spires the romantic literature of the c'ontinent 
it breathes in the movement of politics aftci 
1815. In France it lies behind the Catholic 
exaltation and mediaeval fervour of Chateau 
briand and Montalembert, De Maistre , anc 
Larneiinais; and it comes to light in curiou.- 
ways in the teaching both of St. Simon, at once 
a medi\evalist and a Utopian, and of 
Comte, in early years th^i disciple of St, Simon 
and in later yeais still imbued with the tracer 
of his discipleship. Even his own peculia* 
gospel of Positivism, unromantiej- as it may seem 
carried Comte forward to a cult of history, I 
we must baijiish theological and metaphysica 
pre-suppositions, and if we n>ast take things a^ 
it follows that we must banish n/^ura 
rights and that w^e must take history as we fine 
it. We must accept each complex of Ipstorica 
facts; we must explain each complex, in the 
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senlift oC*bririgi;ipf it withifrx the sphere ot regu- 
. larity or scientific law, by referring it to the 
"^rics of its antecedchts, and by eliciting it 
from tjie condft^ns inherent in its own par- 
ticular stage of *scteial existence. In this pro- 
cess we shall necessarily give due weight to 
relativity and environment : we shall recognise, 
in other words, tliat each social stage is as per- 
fect as the conditions and the environment 
whose product it is will permit it to be. This 
is a line of thought which Mill himself, whel-fier 
under the influence of Comte or’iha^^ of Cole- 
ridge, was also prepared to tread. The funda- 
mental problem df the general science of society 
is, he writes in his Logic, “ to find the law^s 
according to which any state of Society pro- 
duces the State which succeeds it and takes 
its place.”* 

But it is from Germany that the Historical 
Method, as it appears in Maine, derives its 
greatest inspinition. From tlu- beginning of 
tljttuj nirieieenlfi century that method had 
defii]it(‘ly begun to be used in Ciermany, and 
it had been used in tlie very same sphere of laAv 
it w^as afterwards used by'-»Maine. 
While iiivFrance the Instorieal .s])irit had been 
allied with reaction, and while its motto had 
been “ Back to the Middle# Ages ” ^a mott^ ever 
recurrent in V(?ry diverse forms, to-day in the 
form of devout Ultramontanism, to-morrow in 

* Comte’s view thryt the industrial r6£rime supersedes 
the miiilaiy, as “positive” tlmup^lit BU})ersed('s nieta- 
physiw^, is one of importance. As it is perliap%»'y 
from St. Simon, so it scicms to influence, and at any rale 
it resojpWcs, the antithesis drawn by Spcuicer between 
industrial and nhlitarv societj^ and that drawn by Maipo 
between contract and'^status. 
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of GwJd-SoaaJJsmJ m Ger/nmv^itat 

Iv^d beetv aWicoT witA patriotism;, ancf fts 

motto liad been '"The Bistofwk] Nation an^ 
its Historical Law/* Eichho^i/set the i[ashion 
of the historical treatment/of *1aw; Savigny 
carried his teaching forward. “ Law,’* he told 
the world, “ is the organ of folk-right : it moves 
and grows like every other expression of the 
life of the people : it is formed by custom 
and popular feeling, through the operation of 
forces, and not by the arbitrary will of 
a legislat*'>r.**‘‘ 

Savigny, when he wrote in this sense, was 
opposing the idea of a neT*f German code. 
Maine, when he wrote in a similar sense in 
Ancient Law, was opfX)sing at one and the same 
time two schools, which were themselves op- 
posed to one another — ^the school ot Rousseau 
and the school of Bentham. He had set his 
lance against first principles, whether of 
“ general Avill ” or of “ greatest happiness ’* ; 
and abandoning any ajniori assumj)tion ofr+he 
final causes of liuman society, he was resolved 
to pursue a realistic treatment of social pheno- 
mena bi the light of the historical data.f*'5: lavvr 
He would analyse socievy in the tej^^as of its 
legal structure ; lie w-ould use a method at once 
historical, in the s^nse of beirig based on 
chronological data arranged in a sequence of 
development, and comparative, in the sense of 
being bascdvon an induction. from the customs 
of different ‘J)eoplcs living in^ihe same stage of 
h. The value of Maine’s method Hcs in 
his firm grip of the idea of evolution — ^in his 
deep sense of the generations as .v ■ ' 

Linked each to each by'hatural piety. 
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If ifiie ' doctrine of evolittion, as Sir Frederic 
Pollock has said; is nothing else than the his- 
tO|-ical method applied to the facts of nature, 
the historical fti^^hod, as he adds, is nothing 
else than the flecifine of evolution applied to 
human institutions. Such an application — ^if 
it reinforces, as it should, the old lesson that 
constitutions are like poets {nascuntur, non 
fiunt); if it reiterates, as it should, the old 
warning that the roots of the present lie deep 
in the past — has its own proper justificati^^. • 
It has also its own.limitationsi the first 

f )lace, it is difficult to say that there is any one 
ine of human •♦evolution. There are many 
lines — some that suddenly stop, some that turn 
back, some that cross one another; and one 
may thinjj rather of the maze of tracks on a 
wide common than of any broad king’s high- 
way. Maine’s own highway runs from Status 
to Contract. Men start from positions in- 
evitably determined by their mcm})crship of 
tfe-v groups in wliich they find themselves : they 
end in positions freely clcterrninc‘d by contracts 
to which they^ pledge themselves. CTranted 
thti# process to contract seemed obvious in 
18C1, wben competition and free contract ran 
riot, it is by no means equatly evident to-day. 
Nor is the •process fron^ status^ as conceived 
by Maine, with his assumption that organised 
society starts from the patriarchal family- 
group, a process* which we can readily asjnime 
to have been universal. But eveh if historical 
lawsA\'ere exact, and even if they Wi^e 
versal, there is a limitation to their value, 
wdn^ir^Maine does not always reco^ise. His- 
tory cannot answer the riddles of the Sphinx. 
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It can trace a process ; it cannot .detfertfeine 
the value of the result. However sublimated 
it may be, it remains history.. It remains 'a 
record of what was, and of l/^W it came to be; 
It cannot attain to a view ot'whkt ought to be, 
or to an explanation of why it should be, though 
it can help such attainment by giving the philo- 
sopher a survey of human ideals and a sketch 
of the institutions in which men have sought 
to realise those ideals. If this be so, it follows 
tiTat*\t is no answer to a philosophic explanation 
of the raison d^Hre and value of the State, 
such as the explanation of Rousseau, to urge 
that it is contradicted by histoiyand the historic 
method. Maine does not disprove the doctrine 
of natural rights and social contract by alleging 
that “ history shows ” society beginning not 
with individual rights but with group-status, and 
not with free contract but with paternal power. 
“ History shows ” very little, if anything, about 
ultimate questions ; and in any case the 
apostles of natural rights and social coiitr'^ it 
were not concerned with historical origins. 
They were thinking not of the chronological 
antecedents, but of the logical presuppcju^b 
of political society. They meant th^t they 
could only explain society if they prcsupfiosed 
contracting indivoduals with indivirdual riglits, 
just as most of us would say that we can only 
explain the whole world of human life if we 
pr(‘s oppose a iGod. The latter presupposition 
wonlii not be'invalidated, if historians amassed 
instances of primitive tribes tvhich 
kiK vv no God ; the former presupposition is not 
invalidated by a thousand instances of piimi- 
ti y2 paternal power. It can only be invalidated 
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by a p.ic^of either that it fails to explain what it 
has to explain, or that this can be explained 
otherwise; and such* a proof, though it is 
possiWo, is noj& possible to history. 

The final upsho| of the Historical Method, if 
we turn to Popular Government (1884), seems to 
be a somewdiat melancholy conservatism. “ It 
is no mere accident,’* says Dicey, “ that Maine, 
who in his Ancient Law undermined the autho- 
rity of analytical jurisprudence, aimed in 
his Popular Government a blow at the fcrai'ul^r- 
tions of Benthamite faith in dgfnocraey.” 
History does not furnish Maine, as it furnished 
Acton, with ailV guiding thread of gro’wing 
freedom; and the process towards contract 
docs not appear in the issue? to be a prwess 
towards Liberty. Wiat History proves is the 
rarity and fragility of democracy. History has 
with Maine, what it tends to have with many of 
us, a w^ay of numbing generous emolions. All 
things have happened already; nothing much 
(ftnie of them liefore; and nothing much can 
be expected of them now. This frame of mind 
tras encouragedjby the fears engendered during 
the •constitutional crisis of 1884, fear« which 
impressed strongly oi! Mairjf’s mind the need 
of some check on constitutional change. Pct- 
haps, too, liiji experience and *knowJejJge of 
India may have had some influence towards 
a conservative bias. It would indeed be an 
interesting probl^em to discover the effe efs of 
seryit^e in India, and the habit of mind induced 
by service in India, on the ])olitica] spoc-'^-h Huh 
of the last fifty years. Sir James Stephen con- 
fesses'rin the dedication of his Liberty, Equality, 
Fraternity (1873)^ that his “ Indi;in experieftee 
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strongly confirmed the reflections the 

book contains.” The influence of India on 
Maine seems equally patent. ^ 

The chief factor, however/^ih Maine’s con- 
servatism, is perhaps at bottc;in*tne professional 
instinct of the lawyer. The lawyer does not 
readily welcome legal change by an inexpert 
legislature; he prefers the traditional wisdom 
of his own profession. This is the deepest 
reason for Maine’s aversion to change, that 
ihasber in the guise of progress, and to 
dcmcxjracy^ “ the form of government ” most 
favourable, or at any rate assumed by its parti- 
sans to be most favourable, 'i’o change. The 
general argument of Popular Government pro- 
ceeds from a sort of intellectual anti-intel- 
lectualism. Assuming, like some French 
writers, such as Renan and afterwards Tarde, 
that aristocracy is the mother of all real pro- 
gress, and holding that the multitude has been 
the enemy of all fruitful novelty, Maine argues 
that democracy, whatever its love of chaKgu 
during its militant phase, will in its triumphant 
phase pass into a Chinese stationary State. But 
he doer not really anticipate its triufiTph. 
Democracy is only a “ form of govenlment ” 
(its partisans w^ould reply that it is no form of 
government at al!*, but a mode of the spirit, an 
attitude of mind ineradicable when once at- 
tained) ; and it is a form which must be judged 
by the efliciency of its results (to which its 
partisans would again reply, that it is not the 
of its “ results,” but the energy St the 
spirit itself, which is the criterion of any mode 
of the spirit, whether in education or in poadcs). 
Judged by its results, as they appear in his- 
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fiqr.y,* ^democracy ife fragile : judged lly its 
workiilg, as wei‘ see it to-day, it is a form of 
^)veriiincnt ^^^hich can only exist by the aid 
01 twQ evil me4\)ds — the organisation of party, 
which entails ^prijjjption of the electorate either 
singly or in claa^es, and the feeding of the 
electoral mind on the empty husks of mere 
generalities likeLiberty and Equality. Its end 
is likely to be the exhaustion of the common 
stock of good things, an exhaustion achieved 
by mutiny and sedition under the plea of an 
equitable re-division. The one salvation for 
“ the Englishmen who now li^ in fcece 
Romuli ” is ap^iarently the accumulation of 
brakes to stop the rake’s progress into the 
abyss. Ex America lux ; and Maine turns to 
the United States, and urges the need of our 
recognisifig, like the United States, that there 
is a distinction between constitutional and legal 
change, and that constitutional change needs 
special solemnity and s])ecial sanction. From 
America he also learns another lesson. He 
learns the value of setting an historical principle 
to serve as a check on pure democracy; and 
th-i;s Ijy the sid^ of the Senate, wdiich represents 
that principle in th<i United States, fic wT)uld 
set, as its Eilglish represen4.^tive, the House of 
Lords, reformed perhaT)s in its composition, 
but not too greatly reformecl, ifnd at any rate 
unimpaire d or even increased in its powers. 

This is Maine’s political pljilosophy,, but- 
trei^ed incidei|tally by a d(»iunciation of 
Roi.flseauism as historically baseless and vib*-, 
ated by the fact that no conunufTTcTes ever 
KJ^r^Jormed in the way imagined by Rousseau. 
In reality Main®, with liis gift for^nassive^and 
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impressive generalisation, \/as the tragic, -vojep, 
sonorous behind the mask of Cassandr^Z/whicli 
uttered the feelings that had gathered since thi 
extension of the suffrage in Mill himself, 

eager for the representation of inorities, and 
anxious above all things for (^berty of opinion, 
had helped to swell the voice of warning. 
Bagehot, sympathetic and profound as was his 
analysis of the English Constitution (1867), had 
been imeasy about the leap in the dark, and 
g^nxious for the education of the new masters 
of England. Corncwall Lewis, Liberal politi- 
cian, and iiitic of the legends of early Roman 
History, had shown, in works Ijke the Essay on 
the Governnwnt of Dependencies (1841 ), and the 
Dialogue on the Best Form of Government (1863), 
the sceptical attitude of a practical and critical 
intellect towards theories, and the belief, 
natural to an administrator, that “ whate’er 
is best administered is best,” Above all, 
Stephen’s Liberty, Equality, Fraternity (1878), 
had served as a critique, no less trenchant thaji 
profound, of the democratic tendencies of tfie 
Utilitarian School. A lawyer, and the his- 
torian of English Criminal Law; a strong^jbo- 
liever in 'the religious foundations of hunlan life 
and action; a tli^^ker influenced by his ex- 
periences of India, Stephen was lefl on every 
ground to pit the principle ot Authority against 
the principle of Utility. Authority, in its 
human foundations, means the compulsion of 
the few over X\\e many, wheth^T such compul- 
sion be exercised by force or by persuasion. 
Even’‘]ic::h'iimentary government is a disguised 
form of compulsion ; “ we agree to try str^.gth 
by counting ' heads instead of breaking heads ” ; 



Versus progress^ 

■'■a^d' Sui'.h poni|ULiIsion only grows with ciyilisa- 
tion. * ‘‘^J^resideftt Lincoln attained his objects 
by the use of a ih^gree ef foi’cc which would have 
crushed Charl^agne and his paladins and 
peers like so'many egg-shells/’ C(>ni]:)ulsion 
and force, howevCT, have their own profound 
and ultimate foundations. All government 
must have a moral basis; and the connection 
between morals and religion is in tuin so inti- 
mate that this basis must in the final analysis 
be considered as religious. Refusing to dii^^ 
tinguish between teipporal and* sjmitual (for 
human life is one and indivisibl^, Steplien 
argues for the syigle and undivided control of 
life by a government resting on a religious 
basis. A government resting on such a basis 
will ext^rcise compulsion, if and provided that 
it is satisfied, first, that the objects for which 
compulsion is exercised are generally, and on 
grounds which are ultimately redigious, held to 
be good ; secondly, that compulsion can attain 
4^ose objects; and lastly, that it can attain 
them without too great an expense. Such 
compulsion will be exercised partly by the 
coercive force of law% both criminal and civil, 
and partly through ^he coercive inflftence of 
public opinion. The responsive quality of 
mind Avhich every, soeiejy dgmands and elicits 
from its members is therefore cliscipliife — dis- 
cipline in its wddest sense; discipline as an 
astringent force giving to ever^^ human being 
his .maximum if power. It is^ of discipline, 
w^heitby we are attuned to the deep compulsory 
truths of existence, rather than of progress or 
of liberty, that the wdse politician Avill do well 
to think. Progress is a mixed fihing, pjylly 
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good iand partly bad, Orle bad effect ft has 
at any rate exercised; it ha*s weakftht^d the 
pristine strength of manhood. . Nor is this a<!. 
Progress, as it marches “ fropif status to con- 
tract,” has helped to prodi^ce^^he glaring in- 
equalities of fortune which fr'O^e contract breeds. 
Liberty fares little better than progress in 
Stephen’s philosophy. Liberty, which has no 
connection with the form of government called 
democracy, since that form may be intolerably 
oompulsory, is a negation, a hole in a water- 
pipe; and it Is far better to study the waters 
of human iiature and to understand the deep 
springs of human action than to investigate the 
nature of holes. As for democracy, or uni- 
versal suffrage, it is an institution calculated to 
secure general consent for whatever is done, 
and to interest a great many peop'ie in the 
transaction of human affairs, nor is there any- 
thing that can take its place ; but the cost of 
such a system in point of efiiciency is enormous, 
and the system only means, when all is said an»d 
done, the rule of the few manipulators who can 
coIlc*ct suffrages in their own favour with the 
greatest success. 

Ste])lfen\s book is tho- finest exposition of 
conservative thought in the latter half of the 
nineteenth century. It is a robmt polemic, 
sometimes extravagant in its Epigrams, but 
tinged tliroughout by that belief in the religious 
basis of human society * which has been the 
strength of conservatism from Murke to to-day. 

^Tt is a frank and die-hard statement of theHkieas 
dominafi't among the educated and governing 
classes of English society. But Stepiien’s 
splendid single star did not maks^ a constellation ; 
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jfcnd while he influenced Maine, he did no¥ exert 
Maine’s dnfluente. The influence of Maine, it 

true, .was no^he influence of his conservative 
tenets, but r|^er that of his new methods. 
Those methods kave much to do with the 
growth of two new subjects of study — compara- 
tive politics and anthropology. Seeley and 
Freeman, professors of history at Cambridge 
and Oxford, have both atteni})ted a survey of 
political institutions on some thing of an his- 
torical and comparative method ; and the ht- 
troduction to PoliiicaLScience (18&6^of the one, 
and the Comparative Politics (1873) of the 
other, are the riomewhat jejune fruits of the 
attempt.^ Anthropology, a study which owes 
much to Maine, has prospered far more largely. 
His attempt to reconstruct primitive society 
from legal evidence has stimulated, by w^ay of 
imitation or reaction, a large number of scholars. 
The brothers McLennan attacked his conception 
of f)rimitive society in their Patriarchal I'heory 
■\'I885); and the writings of Robertson Smith 
(es])ecially The Rcligio7i of the Semites. 1 889), and 
•of Wcstermarc^ (more especially The History 
of Human Marriage y 1891) have thro^w^n new 
light on the problem^f first suggested by Maine. 

It was from the study of early law that 
Maine sou^it* to throw mew* liplit on politics : 
it is from the study of the constitution and the 
law" of contemporary England that Prof. Dicey 
has sought to draw^ *a fuller iifsight into the 
poliljpal principles which dominaT:e English life. 

^ The most solid and valuable work " uiik field in 
that of Lord Bryce, wiiose Studies in History and Juris- 
prudence, in particular, are full of peneijrating analyeifl 
and suggestive confparison. 
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In th^ Law of the Constituiidn {] B85) he analyses 
the English Constitution, anc5 by comparison 
with America and contrast with France fie 
shows that one of its most fuit(is.mental princi- 
ples is tlie “ rule of law.*^ 'Government in 
England has no arbitrary power; all men are 
subject in all things to the ordinary law ad- 
ministered by the ordinary courts; and that 
law contains the law of the constitution itself, 
which has no distinct or separate existence, but 
fci a part, and indeed a result, of the ordinary 
law of thc;^ lafld. In these things England is 
distinct fioiii France, with her separate system 
of droit adminisiratif ; and on- the other hand, 
at any rate in one fundamental respc*ct, she 
is cognate with America, which like England 
possesses no separate body of admiphtrative 
law. As in the Law of the Constitution Dicey 
analyst s the constitution of England to dis- 
cover its fundamental principle, so in Law 
and Opinion in England (1905) he analyses 
th(^ English k‘gislation of the iiiiu'teenlL 
century, in order to elucidate, by a comparison 
of its successive stages, the princi|)les of 
p<)liti(‘S^ and ethics by whicK it ha?’ been 
gui(l('(l m each stage. He finds three such 
stages — the iKunxfbf old Toryisni, from 1800 
to 1880; the period of Benthamisnt, from 1825 
to 1S7\); aiuf the period of ‘‘Collectivism,” 
from 1S()5 to 1900. His method is analytical 
and not (k\ginj.dic ; but so far as he has a dogma 
of his own to ^alvanee it is Ben-^hamism. As a 
^Ik'iitliiyjute, he Jiardly shares the distri?5:t of 
tkinocracy which Maine and Stephen both 
shown He urg(\s that democracy is no uniiorm 
thing, producing uniform resiSts in each State 
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ifi’*'which it ^adopted! On the contrary, it 
Varies its effects from State to State, according 
fp the nationa(^erapA*ament of each State ; and 
in England peculiar form of “ democracy 
tempered by snokbishness ” ^vhich is congenial 
to our national lemperament has not unduly 
hastened change or greatly favoured “ the party 
of progress.”. 

Dicey’s influence has largely gone to- 
wards showing us where we stand alrc^adv, 
rather than towards guiding us^ in new direc- 
tions, Tiie influenctf which Prof. Maitland has 
exercised in late years has been more of the 
latter order. Sltimulated by (German specula- 
tions into the nature of gnmps and their f)ropcr 
legal position in the State, Maitland has in turn 
stimulated English students to pursue this line 
of inquiry. Under the influence of the great 
jurist Gierke, Maitland was led to embrace; the 
doctrine of the “ real personality ” of the group. 
In his Introduction to Political Theories of the 
'^Middle Age (1900), and in a number of papers 
in the third volume of his Collected Papers, he 
*has enunciated the doctrine and sought to 
elicit Some of its lessons. More reecfilly Dr. 
Figgis, particularly in Ch%^ches in the Modern 
State (1913j, has advocated the same doctrine, 
and enlisted* it fn sujqiortf o5 the rights of 
ecclesiastical groups. 

The new doctrine runs somewhat as fojiows. 
No permanent group, pcrmanAitly organised 
for* a durable ^Dbject, can be ^regarded as a 
mere sum of persons, whose uirir*.., "to have 
any rights or duties, must receive a legal con- 
firmation. Perjjaanent groups aie themselves 
persons, group -persons, with a group-wiH of 
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their own and a permanent clmracter oT. theif 
own; and they have become grouprpersoqs 
of themselves, without any cmative ’* act rff 
the State, In a word, group-pWsons are real, 
persons; and just because ^^hey are so, and 
possess such attributes of peYsons as will and 
character, they cannot have been made by the 
State. No external power can make a real 
person : a real person grows from within. It 
is possible to have doubts about part of this 
doctrine, and yet to accept and to urge its main 
tenet. To^talk of the real personality of any- 
thing, other than the individual human being, 
is to indulge in dubious and pi^rhaps nebulous 
speech. VVhen a permanent group of ninety- 
nine members is in session in its place of meeting, 
engaged in willing the policy of the p^'oi^ip, it 
is permissible to doubt whether a hundredth 
person supervenes. The solution of the doubt 
would involve the determination of meta- 
physical questions beyond tlic scope of this 
argument. But we are entitled to assumt 
that permanently organised groups are at any 
rate juristic personalities. They are capable, 
that is to say, of contracting obligations : they 
can sue and be sued. Such juristic personality 
is a different concept from real personality. 
Juristic personality is ^ source, not necessarily 
situate *tn a single being, of certain kinds of 
action of a legal nature, such as owning land, 
or suing in courts, or the like. Real person- 
ality is a single source of action in general, 
that is^to say, of all kinds of actioiJ! A 
real person may not be a juristic person; 
women, for instance, for a long period in 
the . history ^of Roman law v^ere not juristic 
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peifsopis. : Ori ■t^e oVher ^land a juristic {iorson, 
such as. a pernianent group, may conceivably 
hot be. a real^ersorf. But in any case, even 
if we reduce^^jtne group to the category of a 
juristic person; vje may still hold to Maitland’s 
main tenet, and^ plead that such personal- 
ity grows and is not made. In other words, 
these juristic persons can exist, and do exist, 
before there is any legal act of incorpora- 
tion or “ creation,” just as law itself can exist, 
and does exist, before there is any legal act of 
legislation. Law, Gierke writcs\ ^ the result 
of a common conviction not that a thing shall 
be, but that it^is; and in the same way we 
may hold that juristic personality is the result 
of a common conviction not that corporate 
perscaa^. shall be allowed to exist, but that 
they exist already. And just as statute law is 
a recognition of something which already exists, 
so legal incorporation may also be recognition 
of something already in existence. 

It is obvious that, if this position be accepted, 
the theory of the State is vitally affected. For 
•one thing the mere emphasis laid on groups, 
whatever may ne our ultimate theory^ of their 
origin, in itself affects our theory of the State. 
We see the State less as Sn association of in- 
dividuals ill ^ common hfe : . w(^ see it more as 
an association of individuals, already ufiitcd in 
various groups each with its common life, in a 
further and higher grOup for a further and'more 
embracing comlnon purpose in the second 
place'we shall not only give a n^i^v. nuance to 
our general conception of the State; we shall 
also tend to alter our theory of j^he relations ' 
of the State aAd associations. If we hold 
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that h juristic persoK is born "of a comihbii 
conviction, and that it may exist * in and 
through a social recognition ^hich treats aii 
association as such a person ajfiart from and 
prior to any legal act of “ Cyieation,” we shall 
at once in one respect liniit, and in others 
enfranchise, our associations. We shall limit 
them in the sense that we shall treat them as 
persons, subject to the liabilities of persons, 
whether or no there has been a legal act of 
creation. If juristic personality does not 
depend on^-creation, a juristic person may be 
liable to responsibilities without creation ; 
and it cannot evade those renponsibilities by 
pleading that it had not been made a person 
de jure, at the same time that it acts as a 
person de facto. This was tlie prip'^’j^jrle of 
the Taff Vale decision, which made Trade 
Unions responsible as such for their collective 
acts. On the other hand the same doctrine 
will enfranchise associations. We shall hold 
that associations which are living and actin^^ 
like persons under social recognition are 
actually persons in virtue of si7.eh recognition; 
we shaU not hold, like Lord Halsburydn the 
Osborne judgment, that Trade, Unions can 
only exist througir a charter of incorporation 
or within thc< limits rof a statute': But our 
doctrine wdll not exempt such associations 
from the control of the State. The State, as 
a general and 'embracing scheme of life, must 
nec(‘ssarily adjust the relations of associations 
to itself^^'^^-otluT associations, and to^their 
own members — to itself, in order to maintain 
the integrit;'" of its own scheme; to other 
associations, in order to pres^ve the equality 
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if*'as,sociatio'ns, before the law ; and tA their 
•qwn ‘members,; in order to preserve the indi- 
vidual. from possible tyranny of the group. 

Thus'’(l) th^^State will not even tolerate the 
existence of associations like the Mafia which 
are hostile to social life and public policy. 
Such associations, since they are not based 
on any common conviction or social recogni- 
tion, are not persons, and their suppression 
is not the suppression of persons. In the same 
way, and on the same ground, the State will 
not tolerate such modes of action gf recognised 
associations as fundamentally contradict its 
own purposes. ^ (2) The State will proceed 
as far as possible on the princ‘i[)le of equality 
of associations ; it will not readily tolerate the 
poss^'on by one association of a privilegc‘d 
and exceptional position which other associa- 
tions do not enjoy. (3) The State wiU de- 
mand from an association that it shall have a 
definite basis of action, and that sucli a basis 
wishall be unitary, in tlie sense ol not combining 
different kinds of action. If tlie State does 
•not exact a definite basis, members of the 
association will not know to what ^Jiey are 
pledged; if, it does^ not demand a unitary 
basis, members who join^the association for 
one kind of a^ption of winch •tlie.y approve will 
have a just complaint, if they are forced to 
join in another kind of action of which they 
disapprove. If we apply tliese principtes to 
Trade Unions, Ire may sec wliaf they involve. 
In the first place the State will httjzc +^o decide 
whether the use of the funds of Trade Unions 
to support pledged members in JJ^rliament is 
compatible with me public policy of Engla'nd, 
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or whether the purposes of * paniiiineiiLary 
representation are contravened by the ex;-* 
action of political pledges. Jii the second* 
place, the State will have to decide whether 
the freedom from certain kii|ds of legal action; 
claimed by Trade Unions and conceded by the 
Trades Disputes Act of 1906, is compatible 
with the principle of equality of associations. 
Finally, the State will have to decide whether 
a. Trade Union which combines political 
action, and a levy for political action, with 
economic t^rx'tion and an economic levy, is 
not combining different kinds of action, and 
failing to maintain a unitary basis; and 
whether, by such procedure, it may not be 
coercing unduly those of its members who 
approve of the one kind of action, dis- 
approve of the other. 

Tiicse considerations may lead us to see 
that we must not push too far our claims 
on behalf of group-persons. Any unqualified 
theory of the inherent rights ” of associa-^ 
tions is likely to do as much harm as the 
unqualified theory of the inherent or natural 
rights the individual man once did. No 
rights are so inherent thde they have not to be 
adjusted to other rights ; and by the process of 
adjustipent they become socially modified and 
socially controlled rights. We must beware 
of any plea for the inherent rights whether of 
Trade Unions or churches, unless such a plea 
is urged with due regard t^ the needs' of 
adjustme^h -r But with this proviso w^e’^ may 
say that all the emphasis recently laid on 
rights of association suggests lines of thought 
which are valuable and likely^ to be fruitful. 
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. • •/.Befifhami^e jndMdualism l^^eated the State 
.'too much as a^ compound of single units, and 
remembered \po littie the existence of its con- 
stituent groins. It was not over-tender to 
churches : and if its influence helped to eman- 
cipate Trade Unions, a Benthamite like Place 
could regard Trade Unions as temporary 
necessities, destined to make way for individual 
competition. We are beginning to lose this 
point of view. If we are individualists now, 
we are corporate individualists. Our “ indivT- 
duals ” are becoming^groups. Jsb Jonger do we 
write The Man versus the State : we write The 
Group versus the State. There is much talk of 
federalism in these days. Behind the talk lies 
a feeling that the single unitary State, with its 
single ^sovereignty, is a dubious conception, 
whi<m is hardly true to the facts of life. Every 
State, we feel, is something of a federal society, 
and contains within its borders different national 
groups, different churches, different economic 
organisations, each exercising its measure of 
control over its members. This federalistic 
Jceling is curiously widespread. The newest 
Sof;ialj^m has aDandoned the paths of a unitary 
collectivism managed* from a vsingle centre. It 
cultivates tlie group uikUt the name of the 
guild. Wl^le it rccogi^ises.thg State as the 
final ovmcr of the means of production, it 
claims for each guild of workers in the same 
occupation the right to control as trustees the 
use i^f those mer|ns ; while it leaws to the State 
the pit)motion of culture, it clainj^.for the guild 
the control of economic life. In this new 
Socialism the claim of Trade Unions to be free 
groups, freely defeloping their life in pursuit of 



182 THE EAWYEHS 

their own purposes — ^thc claini urged during 
reaction against the Taff Valei judgment, and 
largely recognised by par'iameiji'^ary legislation 
since 1906 — finds its apogee. same move- 

ment which appears in the n(^v Socialism econo- 
mically appears politically in uie new Liberalism. 
The core of that Liberalism would appear to be 
a new federalism, not directed, as federalism 
used to be, towards the integration of several 
small States into a larger whole, but rather to- 
wards the disintegration of the great State into 
smaller national groups on which large jK.>wers 
are to be conferred by way of devolution. 
Such at any rate is the lesson ^which the policy 
of liiberalism in Ire land, in Wales, and to some 
extent in Scotland, would seem to suggest. 
Meanwhile a movement, possibly acadeuiiie and 
not of any great extent, seems to be setting to- 
warejs the vindication of the rights of the reli- 
gious group ; and we may perhaj)S detect in 
Dr. Figgis the ally in the religious sphere of the 
policy which in the economic sphere appears at 
Guild Socialism, and in the political sphere as 
the new Liberalism. 

It wquid be absurd to attribute these move- 
ments to any single inflticnee. ^11 this grop- 
ing after guild socialism or syndicalism, federal- 
ism or^Ilome IIn]<% ri^ghts of cl\uivhes or dis- 
establishment of churches, belongs to a general 
trcaid of opinion which p(Thaf)s found its first 
ex])ression in France, and in the economic field, 
but whi(*h has since spread to I'^ngland and* into 
wider fielih"-* With this trend of opiniSn the 
legal theory from which wre started — the theory 
of t he ])ersopality and the rights of the group — 
is Hitimately connected; bui' the legal theory 
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one Virrent in the general trend. We 
* Seem to be liviilg in days in which we are called 
upon to* revil!^'in evpry direction our old con- 
ceptions of t^* State. We see the State in- 
yited to retr&t before the advance of the guild, 
the national grou^ the Church. Yet whatever 
rights such groups may claim or gain, the State 
will still remain a necessary adjusting force; 
and it is even possible that if groups are destined 
to gain new ground, the State wll also gain, 
perhaps even more than it loses, because it wi/l 
be forced to deal wij:h ever gnTver and ever 
weightier problems of adjustment.^ 

CIIAPTOR VII 

POLITICAL THEORY OF LITERATURE 

The great voices in English litcr^ure 
after 1818 were all raised against the 
“ anarchy ” of laissez-faire. Matthew Arnold 
was as anxious as Thomas Carlyle to replace 
the rule of Manchester by the rule of wisdom 
and Dickens could denounce political econorn} 
as fervently as*Ruskin. The whole doctrine 
of individualism w'as*to the artist hard and 
cruder — unlovely in its insistence on axioms 
as rigid as .those of Euclid ; repellent in its 
mathematical* calculus *of utility; Unsym- 
pathetic in its attitude to human sentiments 
and aspirations. Already in 1829 the ix)ct 
laureate, Southey, Avas preachiifg the tenets 
of pliiltwithropic colleetivism, and bis Colloquies 
showed an antipathy to laissez-faire which was 
to influence Ixird Shaftesbury. The literary 
tradition of SouMiey was continued in the 
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novels of Kingsley and Mrs: Gaskcll, of Dickiens. 
and Charles Reade ; and it appears, if in new 
forms, in the philippicsi of C/Myle and the 
delicate satire of Arnold. ‘\i 

Years before 1848 Carlyle was already far 
removed from Benthamism. Jn Chartism (1839) 
and in Past and Present (1843) his character- 
istic tenets are already to be found. “ To 
button your pockets and stand still ” is no 
true philosophy : what the working classes 
Heed is actual guidance and governance. 
Guidance being of all things necessary, Carlyle 
condemned democracy, which he identified with 
laissez-faire, as “a self -cancel ling business,** 
a government wdiich only achiJjved the negation 
of any government. Representative institu- 
tions, a free and broad electorate, in ^ word 
all the paraphernalia of democracy, were in his 
eyes a matter of mere palaver and ballot- 
boxes — “ notliing except emptiness ** and zero. 
To get governance, men must turn to those 
wiio were able to govern, the silent few, stand- 
ing aloof and alone in their wisdom, w^ho were 
nature*s ap}X)inted Hero-Kings. “ There is 
in every community a fittCwSt, a wisest, );)raYcst, 
best ; wdiom could we and make king over 
us, all were in very" truth well.** ’ Carlyle pro- 
vides no metliocl or machinery ifor his dis- 
covery : only a re generation of our own hearts, 
which makes us heroic enough to recognise a 
Hero, can find for us out proper kings. Such 
kings, Carlylo believes, are es^ientially men of 
wusdom, with seeing eyes tliat discan the 
inner truth of things through all its vestures ; 
but just for that reason they are also men of 
duty, guided by that moral ’-jense, which only 
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comes, through dcptti of insight. Wise, and in 
tfeir wis(;lom dsp virtuous, they must guide and 
even drill thej\lesserifellows, who shall find in 
obedience th(^ chief end and highest pleasure. 

Hating parlteirpcntary reform, and hating 
the Whigs for ridilT^ that “ dead horse ** round 
and round, Carlyle passed over to the Tory 
camp. “ Let the Tories be Ministry if they 
will : let at least some living reality be 
Ministry.’* He even travelled some way to 
Socialism. “ The progress of human society*' 
consists even in thi^ same, the better and 
better apportioning of wages to work.” Guid- 
ance, regulation, drill became his ideals : 
military metaphors recur in his writings. He 
even advanced to the military doctrine that 
mights is the measure of right. If a man be 
able, wise of heart, strong of will, firm in his 
resolution to do his duty among his fellows, 
he must govern according to the measure of 
his strength, and his right over his fellows is 
:xjcording to his might. “ The strong thing is 
the just thing ” : rights are “ correctly articu- 
lated mights.” ,Not that Carlyle worshipped 
forcv?. *00 the contrary, he is so strojigly 
convinced of the rule Of justice in the spiritual 
world, that he cannot buf think that all rule 
must in its n^^ture be ju^t. He js so sure that 
right is might, that he does not hesitate to 
say that might is right. God has so ordered 
and disposed the worid in a just hierarchy, 
that* all men who, by God’s iimcr grace and 
endowfnent, and not by mere gpnvention or 
electoral machinery, are called to be kings, 
stand justified inwall their doings,^ The might 
of Frederick the Great or of Cromwell is God’s 
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endowment. Because it is, it tonnot but'te 
counted unto them for righteou^rness. 

When he wrote his Latter ^ay Pamphlets 
(1850) and Shooting Niagara (7867), Carlyle 
still trod, with added vehern^nde and increased 
extravagance, along old jfeths of thought. 
Full of a burning thirst for reality and the 
inner verity that lies behind semblance, he 
storms impatiently through all the forms and 
conventions in which democratic government 
necessarily abounds, and rushes indignantly 
to the abidjing principle at the central heart 
of things — let the fittest to rule bear rule. In 
vain to urge that the scemin. 1 ^ straightcst path 
does not always arrive; in vain to urge that 
our complicated methocls of election are, how- 
ever roundabout, the best practical -v.^'y we 
have found of arriving at the fittest ruler. 
Carlyle is determined to go straight. In his 
haste to go straight, he only contrives to fall 
into the ditch. In Sartor Resartus he had once 
denounced the pheasant-shooting British arisr 
tocracy : in Shooting Niagara he seems willing 
to find in the British aristoeracy the “ few 
wise to tfike eommand of the innumerable 
foolish.” lie praises tlYeir manners, the out- 
ward index of a kmgly capacity within ; and 
with that love for the middle agfes whieh he 
had already shown in Chartism (as when he 
wrote that “ the old aristocrac}' were the 
governors of 'the lower ‘ classes, the guides of 
the lower cla.Vses ”) and still more in Past and 
Present, In. ' ^'etches a new feudalism, somewhat 
on the lines of Disraeli and the party of Young 
England, "^^die aristocracy might, each mem- 
ber in his owi\ domain and land-territory. 
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pecome kings'* and fashioners of order. They 
might founcr^^JjLOols, not of the “ vocal ” sort 
which teach r^;en merely to talk and write, 
blit of 'a practical kind that shall teach men 
how to behave’ aijd to do their work in life. 
They might drill tneir tenants, physically and 
morally, into the beauty of order and com- 
bined rh 3 dhmic action ” ; they might even 
drill them in military exercises, and form a 
feudal levy ready to stand for order against 
radical anarchy. Not only through the landed* 
aristocracy, drilling iKs tenants bv technical 
education and military service, but also 
through the captains of industry, the jiracti- 
cal Heroes,” might salvation come. “ By 
intermarriage and otherwise ” the industrial 
king iiivill come into contact with the aris- 
tocracy by title; and meanwhile within his 
own s})hcre he may begin to work oq^^ Jthe 
same lines of education and drill. For greater 
convenience of drill his men are to be tied to 
him by a permanent comicction. “ Nomadic 
contract ” must pass into permanent : the mere 
weekly contract^ for w^ages must l)e changed 
into, p<?rmanent servantship, if it can be 
managed. The whole ^society, so ordered and 
drilled, may *have at its^nead three of the 
aristocracy imh^I three of tjie imluj^trial captains, 
with three of the heroes of s})eciila1it>n, or 
prophets of thought, as possible amici curix. 
Meanwiiile, English colonies, at* present *]ost 
in a- fog of shajti self-governm(*nt, might be 
ordereef and governed by Eugli^ nobles or 
princes, ruling as colonial vice-kings and 
founding new hoii|:es with hercditjp'y title. 

A disciplined sGciety, at one “ in the silent 
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charm of rhythmic human companionsliip, ' in 
the practical feeling • . . that ,t; 11 of us are 
made on one pattern ” a sqjuety governed 
from above by its ablest and, best — ^this is 
Carlyle’s ideal. His abhorrmce is that liberty 
of which John Stuart Mill nad written in the 
Essay of 1859. “ Divine commandment to 

vote (‘ Manhood Suffrage ’ — ^Horsehood, Dog- 
hood, ditto not yet treated of) ; universal 
/ glorious Liberty * (to Sons of the Devil in 
overwhelming majority, it would appear); . . , 
‘ the equality of men,’ any man equal to any 
other, Quasnee Nigger to Socrates or Shake- 
speare ” — against all these beliefs he hurls his 
scorn. For free trade ( free-racing,” as 
he prefers to say, ‘‘ in the career of Cheap 
and Nasty”) he has no less contempt, Of 
what avail is the individualist policy of cutting 
away, from the horse the old traces, which are 
so far from galling that they have become 
comfortable, when there is no man with 
enough of the hero or king to ride tlie horse 
In all this attitude, aj)art from its extrava- 
gance of expression, there is q, curious Platon- 
ism. Tlie love of ordered rhythm is PJatonic. 
The criticism of democrjJcy, as a thing unstable 
and nugatory, is again Platonic. The Hero 
of Car]}’le is .the philosopher IJ^ing of Plato. 
Both o])j)osed to democracy, Plato and Carlyle 
are none the less both radicals, anxious to 
pluck up society by the roots and plant it 
afresh in ik W soil : and if thff new soil chosen 
by Plato i'-' /nore definitely socialistic, Carlyle, 
in his attitude to competition and his desire 
for permaii'^nce of contract , shows signs of a 
socialistic trend. The likehess is not acci- 
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tundamental grounds. 
‘Ca^]yk^is oftoodem thinkers the most akin to 
Plato, 'hecaus^ Jie haij the most vivid sense of 
the spixitual ^^ality of the universe. As Plato 
denounces in -the Gorgias the shams and 

simulacra which i^urp the place of truth, so 
Carlyle denounces in Sartor Resartus the 

clothes and quackeries which hide the light; 
and just as Plato denounces the oratory which 
professes to be the essence of politics, so 
Carlyle denounces the palavers and talking-* 
shops which pretend to be the why of govern- 
ment. Both hasten from the phenomenal 
world to the divine Idea which alone is true; 
both hope for tile realisation of that Idea in 
the realm of politics by the hero who has seen 
and Jbas attained unto wisdom. Plato, it is 
true, would equip Iiis hero by a rigorous course 
of study, and would trust to that study^for 
the discovery of the true “ aristocracy of 
talent ” ; Carlyle, less of a dialectician and 
more of an intuitionalist, seems to dream of a 
hero armed at birth with a divine intuition, 
and discovered by hazard or the intuition of 
society ^ Here l^lato and Carlyle diverge; but 
they reunite in a magnificent impatience* which 
would fain Capture the ^deal by a frontal 
assault at all hazards and in.onf sweep. ' Not 
content with an Idea somehow’ immaricnt in 
society, and transforming it slowly after its 
o^vn likeness, they ^w^ould luwe the ddea 
elicited and the society shaped consciously to 
its noriA ; not cofitent with the sl^w democratic 
process by which society seeks to discover by 
its own choice its^own best for its^ovemaiiee. 
they would enthrone the best 6y a soit of 
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coup d'itat. Neither* will trust in a 
grinding of the mills; neither Ms confidence 
in the slow but sure werkingsjof a collective 
int(*lligence. Both take their s-Und as* oppo- 
nents of democracy : both txmd to forget that 
only the society that achie^ves its own salva- 
tion is saved. Neither, it is true, condemns 
the fundamental end of democracy, that 
every man should have his fulfilment in the 
State ; that, on the contrary, is their own funda- 
mental aim. But both neglect the only means 
by whicli that aim can'^ever be secured; for 
both fail to recognise that every man must 
have a voice in his own fulfilment. No be- 
liever in democracy would ^deny the great 
contention of Plato and Carlyle, that the 
aristocracy of the ablest and best should rule ; 
but most believers in democracy would doubt 
whether such an aristocracy can be found by 
any other means than the free choice of all. 

Ruskin comlfined the artist’s longing for 
beauty witli fh(‘ moralist’s passion for sociaF 
justic(‘. Like Morris, he came to the study 
of social problems by the way of art. Mor- 
ris felt that social life must be reniouided 
to make beauty at once derp^T and more 
widely diffused ; Ruskin felt that art, which is 
ultimatrly tin. expre-sion national char- 
acter, needed for its perfection the cleansing 
of national ehiiraeter, and, to that end, a 
remodelling of all the institutions of social life 
which go to determine nat'onal eh?, meter. 
Morris prea^i^.vd that good workmanship was 
only possible to free and joyous workers, and 
that free and joyous workers vere only possible 
in a socialistic state : Ruskin taught that art 
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_jcan only b^gpod ar;d beautiful, when^t grows 
^\it' of a wond ot social and political life which 
is also good\and beautiful. “ Art not for 
art^s sake, but ' art irf relation to life ; art as 
the expressidii .of individual and of national 
character; life industry as guilt, but 

industry without art as brutality; beauty in 
a worlcl governed by social justice; these are 
ideas implied in all lluskin’s books.** But 
Ruskin was not only an artist; he was also 
a thinker who sat at the feet of ‘‘ the Master,’* ' 
Thomas Carlyle, and who had » drunk deep 
of that Platonic philosophy to wiiich, as we 
have seen, the Master’s teaching w^as itself so 
closely akin. Like Cailyle, Ruskin preached 
the supremacy of the spirit in an age of materi- 
alism ; like Carlyle, he preached the supreme 
need ’T)! finding and trusting wise governors, 
though, again like Carlyle, he supplied few clues 
for their discovery. Above all, he was led’^by 
his study of Plato and other (ireck thinkers 
to become the apostle of what may be termed 
a Greek theory of economies. To the Greeks, 
as one may read in the writings of Plato and 
Xenophon and *Ai*istotle, economics is l o 
sepaf-atc^ and indcpen(Ji.*nt study; on th^ con- 
trary, it is a subordinate b#*anch of that great 
art of politics, which is concerned w'ith tlie 
moral betterm'iint of political society. Lkjono- 
mics, they hold, cannot be considered by itself ; 
it must be considered in connection with 
ethics, for it deals with wTalth n.ot as an end 
in itseP>-to be u;ied by the individual just as 
he w ill, but as a “ collection of Tools ** to be 
used by each member of society as means for 
the living of a gc Jd and beautifu? social life. 
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Tins is exactly the view of econirnics which 
Ruskin set himself to champio^/ in the nine- 
teenth century. He too jvould tlin subordinate 
wealth to life — the more eagerly and the more 
drastically, because he felt that'^^no beauty of 
life was possible when vfpalth became the 
master, and ceased to be the servant, of life. 

As early as 1857 Ruskin was daring enough 
to deliver in Manchester itself, the home of 
economic orthodoxy, a series of lectures in 
which he attacked the cult of wealth and 
the worship* of competition. These lectures, 
printed originally under the title of Tht 
Political Economy of Art, but 'reprinted after 
wards under the new title A Joy for Ever, 
already contain some of Ruskin’s cardinal 
tenets. They advocate co-operation (“^as in 
a household ” — the very analogy used hy 
Plato) in lieu of competition; they advocate 
State-education, State-employment, and State 
provision for the old age of the labourer 
“ Ciovernment and co-operation are the law.* 
of life; anarchy and competition the laws o 
death.” To fulfil the law of life, the workerr 
must become like unto soldiers. They mus 
be triiined like soldiers, and like soldiers ^'the^ 
must be guided. In those days men shal 
speak of “ soldiers of the Ploughshare as wel 
as soJtliers oi the SVvord.” Teaching of thi: 
order shocked an age given over to the doctrin? 
of laissez-faire; and critics applied to Ruskii 
tbe stricturer which Macaulay had passed oi 
Southey. He would make '^the Sta^e, the^ 
said, “ a jaclc-of -all-trades ... a Lady Bounti 
ful in every parish, a Paul Pry in every house.’ 
Undeterred by his critics,^ Ruskin in 186* 
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' ' ; on tlic first jmnciple 

JwlJitical tS^rioiny ’* under the titJe of JJnto 
tills Last IiAthis — ncrhaps his best and cer- 
tainly Kis mosj classic^ book on social matters 
-r-Ruskin seeS:s.to banisli to limbo the abstract 
“ economic man ’,' liof the economist, and to 
establish the principle that the only man 
whom science can consider is the whole man — 
man with all his social affections, man in all 
his social relations. He seeks to moralise 
political economy, and to give it its due place 
as a subordinate science faithfully serving the 
sovereign science of politics in l€s high and 
final function of creating good citizenship. 
With this end ir^ view he apj^eals once more 
to the State to assume a wider province of 
action; to educate its citizens in the laws of 
healtR, in manners and morals, and in good 
craftsmanship ; to start Government W(>rksho})s 
for “ authoritatively good and exem"})lary 
work”; to put the unemployed compulsorily 
to work; to provide comfort and homes for 
the old and destitute. Laissez-faire must 
disappear at the window, and a wise paternal- 
ism enter at tllb door. The wise merchant 
must recognise that lx ‘‘ is invested v^itli a 
distinctly paternal authc#ity and responsi- 
bility ” for the lives of his ^ men: the wise 
thinker must strive to ])rcach the external 
superiority of some men to others, sometimes 
even of one man to all others; ,and to show 
also Jhe advisability of appointing, such persons 
or persCii to guid^, to lead, or on ^ccasion even 
to compel and subdue, their inferiors according 
to their own better knowledge and wiser will.’^ 
Unto this Lasty ^^eveii if it be not, as Mr. 
o 
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Frederic^ Harrison has^said^ “ t,he ^st 
and creative work in pure li^rature , sinc^^ 
Sarior Resarim,'* at any rate ma^ks, Ruskin 
liimself believed, the heig^ht of his achievement. 
In other and later works he adfled little but 
detail to his doctrine. lv:\.Munera Pulveris 
(18()3) he attacked the conceptions of wealth 
which were held by orthodox economists. In 
Time and Tide, wliich was published in 1867, 
the year of the Second Reform Bill, he vindi- 
“Cated the priority of social regeneration to 
})clitical reform, and iirged, in the spirit of 
Carlyle, thab the condition of England was a 
null ter of more vital concern than constitu- 
eiuues and ballot-boxes. Iij Fors Clavigera, 
a scries of monthly letters to working men, 
written between 1871 and 1878 und(j the 
influence of Carlyle, and with something of 
the fury which his Master had shown in Past 
and Present, Ruskin criticised the condition 
of his age, and “ endeavoured to show the 
conditions under which alone great art (itself 
the product of the happy life of the workman) 
was possible ” in the future. During the same 
l)eri()d was founded St. George’s Guild — wi£h 
RuskKi for its Master; with eight vow^’ for 
its members, embraf^ing the articles of Ruskin’s 
creed ; and with a practical policy (which in 
the is^jc came to very little) of 'acquiring land 
for settlement by labourers who should enjoy 
fixed rents a^nd decent . conditions of life. It 
:s curious to notice how these projected settle- 
ments, wliich were to be under the c^introl of 
e landed aristocracy enforcing “ the benc- 
j.eincy of strict military order,” correspond 
lo the teaching t)f Carlyle iiC^hooting Niagara. 
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rfo lAore a Socialist than Carlyle. 
He did pot l^lieve in that democratic control 
of economic life, which is the vital article of 
Socialist faHJi : he did not believe in the 
nationalisation of land, but rather in inducing 
landlords so to mife their land, as to produce 
the true wealth which consists in good auc 
beautiful human lives. Nevertheless in maiiV 
ways he prepared the ground for Socialism. 
By the charm of his style and the vogue 
his writings he spread far and wjde, arnojig ai' 
classes, a feeling of distrust in the old indi- 
vidualistic political economy. He taught thou - 
sands of readers to criticise the abstraction o! 
the economic mbtivc on which it rested, aiui 
to believe in the necessity of starting from the 
whoi»e man, compact of social affection as well 
as of economic motive*, in any pursuit of 
economic study. Again he turned ,.rru;^n's 
thought and attention from the accumula- 
tion to the use of woalth. He taught that it 
is not the getting, but the spending of wealth 
that matters ; that the end of the State is not 
clearing o^ the way in order tliat the 
ecoiiorsiic man may have free scofie jn pro- 
duction, butjan adjustment of conditions such 
that the whole man maf^ have room for the 
use of his •tc^ols for th^ building of the life 
beautiful. Such teaching has influenced the 
doctrines of pure economics. It has helped to 
turn economists since’ the days of Jevons*froin 
the theory of production to the theory ot 
consuriiption ; ix has helped to^^orrect the old 
emphasis laid on saving, and to give more ^ 
weight to spending; it has helped to modify ’ 
the old conception of value as mainly deter- 
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ix\ii\cd by cost of prodwctiort^ af\d tM 

scope Vo tiie ill Hu ence * *' 

of value. Nor has 
influenced economic 


oi u nil ty^ in^lic cTea tiorf 
Ku|kin s Caching only 
science; has also 


affected the theory and the practice of politics.' 
When Ruskin began to wite, laissez-faire 
was as much a political dogma, as it was an 
economic doctrine. His writings undermined 
the doctrine in both of its applications. He 
pleaded for an extension of State-interference, 
alike in the education of the young, the 
em})loyment bf the addlt, and the relief of 
the aged ; ''and the vogue of his writings 
enabled him, perhaps more than any other 
writ(T, to help men to shed tbe old distrust of 
the State, and to welcome, as men since 1870 
have more and more welcomed, the activity of 
socie ty on behalf of its members. If Ruskin was 
not the begetter of English Socialism, he was a 
foster-father to many English Socialists. 

Never! Ik Icss, he remains a Platonist rather 
than a Socialist. He was more interested in 
the Economist of Xenophon than the Capital 
of Marx. Like his Greek tegchers, but with 
less excuse than they, he fell into the error 
of denouncing the whote process of exchange 
as nugatory. His "^l^olitical teaching, in its 
strength and in its weakness, is essentially 
Plalonfc. He had "all Plato’s ardour for 
education, and much of Plato’s own theory 
of education.' He urged, and he helped to 
convince England, that the aim and object 
of education ir behaviour, and^ not kno'tvleclgc ; 
character, rather than mere intelJigence ; in a 
word, “ the perfect exerciscy^and kingly conti- 
nence of body and soul.” Like Plato, he 
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tp%issi^ ^ large scope to ^aesthetic 
jTifluence. \he need for the study of beautiful 
nature the heed for surrounding the child in 
the school-r^m witn beautiful pictures and 
Vorks of art*; • the need for training in music 
and dancing, “tfclktwo primal instruments of 
education,” are all recurrent themes. He is 
more modern, though he is not therefore any 
the less Platonic, when he pleads for practical 
and technical training in arts and crafts, and 
when again he demands teaching in wliat we* 
should nowadays call •civics — “ flie science of 
the relations and duties of men t(f^each other ” 
— which, he thought, might best be studied in 
Xenophon’s Eco'i^omist. But zeal for the per- 
fect circle of a rounded education does not 
witli» Ruskin, any more than with Plato, ally 
iis(*lf with any belief in democracy. He can- 
not hold, like Mill, that in and through ^hejuse 
of the franchise the citizen receives an iiicoin- 
parablc education of thouglit and of will. The 
rule of the wisest is his ideal ; and the poj)nlace 
is appa,icnt!y neither wise itself nor able to 
sxdect the w'ise. ^How the wise should be found, 
Ru§kin^ like his master Carlyle, did not and 
could not disclose. •“Hasting siornffully 
towards that* consummaKon, “in wdjieh llic 
Sun of Justice shines uj)on, gracious laws of 
beauty and labour,” he*left the m( an? to its 
attainment either unexplained, or outlined in 
fanciful adumbrations like the (sketch for ihe 
organisation of St. George’s Guild, witli its 
Master ^nd MaAhals, its LandJ^^rds and Com- 
panions. Ways and means are not for the 
prophets. But it^s the worst of jprophets like 
Carlyle and Ruskin that, despising the w^ays 
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and means of democracy, they faj{’ bach -into', 
something of an obscurantist ^liance with 
reaction. It did not gre^,tly help the Glasgow 
undergraduates to be told by I?,uskin, wheti 
they suggested to him an election address/ 
“ you have no more business mth politics than 
you have with rat-catching . . . but I hate 
all Liberalism as I do Beelzebub, and with 
Carlyle I stand, we two now alone in England, 
for God and the Queen.** 

The influence of Carlyle was on the whole 
in favour of authoritarianism; and the teach- 
ing of Mattiiew Arnold ran the same way. 
But while Carlyle sought the aid of authority 
to realise divine justice, /|A.rnold enlisted 
authority to defend the sweetness and light 
of culture against the tasteless riot of an 
individualistic age. In Culture and Anarchy 
(1809) jt is the artist rather than the moralist 
who is in revolt against “ Manchesterdom ** ; 
and Arnold is in this sense the fellow of Ruskin 
and Morris. But he lays his finger more 
definitely than his successors on a central fact 
of English politics — ^the Eixglish inability, 
part ly due to long centuries oi Dissent, ^ partly 
due to* the economics of laissez-faire, to form 
any idea of the State, “ the nation in its 
collective and , coT?]X)rate capacity^ controlling 
as government the full swing of its members 
in the name of the higher reason of all.’* In 
ordef to enthrone right reason, Arnold argues 
for the rule neither of the aristocracy of bar- 
bariiuis, nor o/.the middle claJ^s of phiTistines, 
nor of the populace, but of an authority which 
represents oiir best selves vjnade perfect by 
culture, Wfiere such an authority may be 
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lonru! he ^11 not^decWe; he lays ^is main 
e’niphasis onVtljie duty of rttain’nr sHf-pericc- 
fioii tl trough culture jn order U) make such an 
^lutliority pAfsible. But when he argues for 
an authoritative ^ntre, like an Academy, in 
the field of lite#OTure; when he urges that 
representative government issues in pandering 
to the j)opulace instead of the rule of right 
reason ; v hen he praises the work done by 
an absolute monarchy in Prussia for the cause^ 
of education, his inclination seejns clear. In 
the name of good taste or right rjgfison he seeks 
an autli(^:*'^y which will not pander to the 
bad tast(‘ oj anv class, and which must therefore 


presumably, .^e lion-rcpresentative ; and it is 
difficult to see where such an authority can be 
fouifll cxcej)t in a sort of absolute monarchy. 
Arnold wcmfil have instantly denied that he 
sought anything of this order; he woukl luwe 
treated the idea with elusive and delicate irony ; 
and yet this is tl ic one logical issue of his teach ing. 


The authoritarianism which a])})ears in Car- 
lyle and liuskin and Arnold also marks the 
ETtglish Fositi\^sts, who have followed the 
teaehirig of (>)mte. , ^Positivism in Ikigland 
dates from >648, when Qpngreve, a Fellow of 
Wadham College, Oxford, visited Paris and 
came under\he influence^f Ccmife. Thr#e other 


members of the same college, Mr. Beesly, Dr. 
Bridges, and Mr, Frederic Harrison, became 
followers of Congreve’s examplp and Comte’s 
teachirjg. Engliish Positivism, however, has 
remained something of an csotfSic creed ; and 
it has been rather directed to the profession 
of faith in the Rfligion of HumJ!nity than to 
the enunciation of a political cj’eed. So far 
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as its fc)llowers have ' preached i^jlities; tliey 
have simply expounded the tenets of tlieir 
master. Differing from .Plato in his rejection 
of all metaphysical principles, afAi refusing to 
accept any but positive principles drawn by 
induction from the past and' ttie present, Comte 
was nevertheless a Platonist in his belief in 
the reconstruction of the State, and in the 
guidance of that reconstructed State, by the 
rUglit of scientific principles. Somewhat like 
Plato, again, though influenced by the medi- 
aeval churcl\ more than by Plato, he drew a 
distinction beWeen the spiritual and the tem- 
poral power, the spiritual and temporal class, 
llis ideal State would have li/een one in which 
the spiritual class. “ a combination of savans 
orthodox in science,” expressive of reasori and 
acting by persuasion rather than force, guided 
the course of affairs in the light of scientific 
principles. 

In his youth Comte had been in close associa- 
tion with St. Simon, and it was from St. Simon 
that he drew his conviction tliat the goal of 
philosophy must be social, and its w'ork 
regenej’ation of society; while it was also to 
St. Simon that he was largely indebted for his 
distinction between Che spiritual and the tem- 
poral power. St. Simon is counted among the 
founders of Socialism and the advocates of the 
party of labour; and though Comte himself 
hardly followed St. Simon in these channels, 
one of his owh theses was the passing away 
of the old military regime to make room for a 
new regime of industry. It is thus not sur- 
prising to find, one of Comte’i English disciples, 
Prof. Beesly, presiding in 1804 at the meeting 
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itliidi# 'he‘af?^J Mkrxi»s “Inaugural*' And saw 

Jie foundation of the International, or joining 
with Hyf)dman*in the beginnings of a British 
ScK'ialist partji immediately after 1880. Con- 
greve, who in isome ways departed from the 
other English Po^il^vists, followed a different 
line. In one of the essays appended to his 
edition of Aristotle’s Politics (1855) he advo- 
cates, as a temporary measure, to prepare the 
way for the ultimate ideal, government by a 
dictator resting on a plebiscite. Such a dictator^ 
he argues, representing the growing proletariate 
while defending the decadent ari^ftocracy, will 
mediate between both ; fostering discussion and 
encouraging progress, he will bridge the transi- 
tion to the new organisation which industrialism 
will ^require and evolve. It is this sense for 
authority, this feeling for the necessity of wise 
direction from above, which is one qf tjie 
fundamental tenets of English Positivism, as 
it is one of the fundamental tenets of Comte. 

No other men of letters have exercised 
the influence in English politics which was 
ejj^ircised by Carlyle and Ruskin. But the 
literary •tradition throimhout the j)eriod jjndcr 
survey has oy the wlmle followed the same 
lines which w^e have attempted to trace in 
their writingSv. Literature, wiiemit has Jurned 
to social and political life, has been a criticism 
of the condition of England, and a suggestion 
for social reconstruction by an •authoritative 
statt;. !Qickeiis, in earlier days *a representa- 
tive of Radical thought, was already in 1851 
delivering in Hard Tunes an attack on in- 
dividualist econonfic^ which dre<f,v a warm 
encomium from Ruskin. Froude continued the 
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traditioii- of Carlyle, and feund iiyJitron^ 
the saviours of society. Publicist^ from W. R. 
Greg in his Essays on Political “and Social Sci^ 
ence (1853) to W. E. H. liicky in Democracy 
and Liberty (1898), stood for order rather than 
progress, aristocracy rathj^. j,than democracy. 
What Lord Morley says of Greg, whom he 
accounts “ one of the literary representatives 
of the fastidious or pedantocratic school of 
^government,” may stand for many others: 
“ His ideal, like that of most literary thinkers 
on politics, was an aristocracy not of caste, 
but of cducjft'on, virtue and public spirit . . . 
the old dream of lofty minds from Plato down 
to Turgot.” Whether Lord ^Morley himself, a 
shining and venerable name, should be called 
a literary thinker on politics, or a politician 
who is also a great literary thinker, we need 
not djscuss. It is clear at any rate that the 
author of Compromise, like Lord Bryce, has 
been able to combine the power of literary 
thought with a firm faith in democracy. 

The literary prophets of our own days may 
perhaps seem rebels rather ^lan servants jpf 
authority. Belloc, Shaw*^ and Wells ar^ hardly 
defenders of social ordepi To discuss the tenets 
which by pamphlet "^or essay, drama or novel, 
they inculcat<j. orim})ly belongs njore properly 
to thd next chaptc^. Here it may not be 
amiss to say one thing. Shaw and Wells have 
both l)een conspicuous ‘figures in the history 
of Socialism.* Carlyle and Ruskin were-;not 
Socialists, bukt,hcy did more W spread Hioughts 
that prepared the way for Socialism than any 
other Engli|ih writers. A ^Socialist like Mr. 
Will Thorne can quote Carlyle in his election 
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X^lr^ss in^906; tlie Labour membA'S of the 
'Parliament ^of 1906, many of whom w^ere 
Socialists, confessed that they had found the 
^.chief literary;iinfluence of their lives in one of 
Riiskin’s books. It seems quite consonant 
with historical tdi^inuity that some of the 
foremost literary men of our days should be 
definite Socialists. Those who aim at the 
lucidus ordo of thought in their own writings 
are impelled by an inner logic to seek in s<K‘iaU 
life the beauty of order and JJie chariii of 
definition. Ruskin aiid Carlyle sought that 
beauty and charm in one way^ our modem 
men of letters tend to seek it along another 
line. But whati^ver the difference, the man 
of letters remains by nature a Platonist in 
politics. Even Mr. Belloc, ardent anarchist as 
he seems in his attack on the servile Stnte, 
and curious as is his mixture of cath<^lici>Jim 
syndicalism and a belief in peasant ]jro|.)rietor- 
ship, is at bottom tnie to the literary tradition. 
He would substitute for mere cajiitalist 
anarchy, not, indeed, the servile State bi loved 
bjr^somc of his» fellow-eraftsiiK^n, but at any 
rate a.»sijstem — a system of wcll-divi(h^d i^ro- 
perty, of ord^Ted co-o^jcraiive guilds, and, be- 
hind all and above all,*the old Faith, once 
more reinshiied in its ^iilimate and guiding 
place in the heart of Europe. 

CHAPTER \ili 

ECONOMICS AND POETICS 

Individualism,# resting primiii^ily on Ben™ 
tham, but buttressed by the economies of 
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laissez-Mre, continued to' be t^.ie poJitrcaJI 
creed of most English writers and thinkers 
till about 1880. Other tendencies had, indeed, 
already appeared before"^ that cMte. Legisla- 
tion, according to Prof. Dicey, had become 
perceptibly “ collectivist afbout 1870, when 
Mr. Forster passed the first Education Act. 
The public opinion which lies behind legislation 
had been moving towards socialistic ideas at 
►a still earlier date. It is true that, after 
Cliartism died in 1848, there was no longer any 
larg(‘ movement of the working classes for the 
reorganisation"^ of society. There were many 
strikes in the ’sixties, and in the ’seventies the 
Trade Unions claimed and ga^ied from Parlia- 
ment a new freedom by the Acts of 1871 and 
187C; but on the whole the working cliisses 
abandoned any separate interest in politics, 
and p^i^sscd into the left wing of the liiberal 
Army. Nevertheless, there was a constant 
protest from many quarters against the gos[)el 
of individualism and laissez-faire betwTen 1848 
and 1880. Carlyle did not cease to denounce 
that gospel, or to plead for “jcn aristocrac}"--i^f 
talent.J’ wisely directing society, and for “ the 
better and better apj^rtioning . of wages to 
w^ork.” Again, there were the Christian Social- 
ists, who, it hiw, betn :=aid, tolled th^ bell at the 
funeral of Chartism. The year 1850 saw the 
publication of the Tracts on Christian Socialmn 
and of Kingsley’s Alton Locke ; but the 
Christian Socialism of Mauric^e and I^ingsley 
had only a biiv-f life of some four years. More 
serious was the activity of Marx, who in 1864, 
with the aid of Prof. Bel^sly, a Positivist, 
founded the Inteniational Society, and who in 
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fftis. inaugui^^il address d^ifined its ainij; as con- 
testing in ths independept action of the work- 
ing classes an*d the international union of 
'Wiose classes,,Jfor a socialistic reconstruction of 
'society. The “ International,” however, had 
little influence orj Ijjngland in the course of its 
troubled existence ; and the influence f)f Mutx 
himself was not seriously felt until after 1880. 

It is rather in the inner development of 
individualism itself, than through the action 
of any external forces, that opinion has been* 
revolutionised. Bentham had jtJdvocated two 
principles not altogetlier consii^jnt with one 
another. On the one hand, he had advocated 
the principle, which belongs chiefly to the 
economic field, of the right of eacJi man to 
pursiue his owm interest; on the other hand, he 
had urged, in the political sphere, the right 
and duty of the State to secure the greatest 
happiness of the greatest number. Time was 
destined to emphasise the second of these 
principles at the expense of tlu^ first. Not only 
was the principle of laissez-faire denounced by 
Qarlyle; it W£y5 actually rejiudiated by the 
StjJte, .midcr the guidance of men like Lord 
Shaftesbury, in a series of Factory AvA.% The 
change beeSme still more striking, vhen 
Southey, “,tlie prophetic pteci^‘sor of modem 
collectivism,^* was succt^eded by Johif Stuart 
Mill himself in that role.' As early as 1848, in 
his Principles of Political Econegny^ Mill recog- 
nif:ed that distribution was a jinatttr of arti- 
ficial arrangeuAnt whi(di might be regulated 
by the State, and advocated taxation of the 
unearned increnKj^it of land! Here he laid thcT 
foundations on which the Fabilin party was 
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destined |;0 build. The Esseiy on lAferty (tSS^jT 
was, it is true, a fine, vindication ^of spiritual^' 
li})erty and originality against restraints 
whetljer of legislation or df social ^•jpinion ; but;\ 
the trend towards something like State Social- 
ism still remained; and in^h^s Autobiography 
Mill tells us that he looked fonvard to a time 
when “thedivisionof the produce of labour . . . 
will be made by concert on an acknowledged 
principle of justice.” In his Essay on Utilitar- 
"Nanism (1863) he so far abandoned the principle 
of self-interest* as to adopt the principle of self- 
sacrifice. “ T-;' serve the happiness of others 
by the absolute sacrifice of his own,” w^is, he 
felt, in the present very imperfect state of the 
world’s arrangements, the highest virtue that 
can be found in man.” 

A transitional thinker, full of the incon- 
sistencies natural to a period of transition, but 
supremely candid and generous in all his 
inconsistency, Mill prepared alx)vc all others 
the way for the new development of English 
thouglit wdiich appears after 1880. A book 
which also served to aid thc^t developraep.t 
w^as Prof. J(‘V()ns’ The State in Relation, to 
Labour*^ wdiicli was publi^died in 1882. Jevons 
throws overboard any fixed principles whether 
of natural right s or of laissez-faire. . You cannot 
solve any particular issue on which the inter- 
vention of the State is demanded or denounced 
in the light of such general prineij)les. You 
can only procc"‘d empirically, and take oath 
case on its merjts. “ Every skigle Ac? ought 
to be judged separately as regards the balance 
‘of good or ev^ wdiich it produces.” Such an 
empirical judgment must necessarily assume a 
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farm#; it. must enum|rate the 
fdcts which "[iave to be balanced on either side, 
and then proceed to make its computation 
.Vccordingly.tf Ti\e statesman must leave legis- 
lation based on first principles for Baconian 
legislation resting the ground of exj)ericnce; 
and to understand that experience he must 
men sure the factors which it reveals by a 
mathematical process, Jevons thus pointed 
the w^ay to that method of “ legislation by 
statistics which has become the general nile^ 
during ilic last thirty years. H(? introduced no 
new dogma; he simply assurriQii the old Ben- 
thamite principle that the general welfare of the 
community is the canon of all legislation. He 
did not really introduce a new method : he went 
back to a method as old as Bacon. But his in- 
fluence has been considerable. Stat(‘sn)en of 
1834 faced the problem of the poor law with^the 
aid of the first principles of indivirlualTsm. 
St»N!»smen eighty years later face the same 
problem with the aid of hundreds of pages of 
statistics. But if he introduced no new dogma 
to supersede tl^p old dogma of laissez-faire, Je- 
vons tonaneipated himself from tlie old ( (roiiornic 
belief that the balance was always aga^'rist tlie 
interference* of the Statf ; and lie taught, and 
helped others to believe, tlvit tjiere wjis no pre- 
su})])osition either for*or against St?lte-int(T- 
fercnce. The liberty of the individual \vas not 
an end in itself, but a means to the general 
Welfare ; and if, on a calculation of the factors 
which enable Inen to forecaf^. the results of a 
given policy on tjhe general welfare, the balance 
was against individual li])erly, tl^at liberty mu?c 
make room for the intervention of the State. 
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After H 1880 the bankruptcy %f .'thb oJVi 
Benthamite Liberalism was beginning to be 
apparent. New ideals were needed for the 
new classes which had 'vion the A'arichise. Ji 
the parliamentary middle class which had 
been emancipated in 183?ibad been content 
with Benthamism, the artisans admitted in 
1867, and the labourers admitted in 1885, 
needed other fare. It is, indeed, curious to 
notice how the Third Reform Bill of 1884, and 
"the constitutional difficulties between the two 
Houses which it provoked, served to precipitate 
opinion. Ori^.he one hand, as we have already 
seen, Spencer was alarmed into a vigorous 
defence of laissez-faire and ‘‘the man verstes 
the state,” and Maine was driven into a pessi- 
mistic criticism of popular government and an 
insistence upon the needs of checks and safe- 
guards. On the other hand, a bolder school 
of thinkers felt encouragement rather than 
alarm; and S(X‘ialisra, as a central foi\.j in 
English thought, and no longer as an eccentric 
opinion, now a}:>pears in the field. Economic 
factors may liave aided its appearance : a wa.vc 
of prosperity had spent itself about 1875, end 
in t he stagnation which “ensued new economic 
doctrines found a congenial environment. 

Socialism, as it was first advoe^ited, was a 
somewhat mechanical creed, wiiich aimed at 
the sudden construction of Utopia on the 
ruins of the pa ;t. But Socialism of this type 
had already vanished in 1880. Under the 
influence of K^^l Marx, a neU evolutionary 
socialism, expecting no ne\y heaven or new 
''earth to be attained immedii^Vely — whether by 
W'orkshops or by co-operation or by any other 
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Aiear/s — had taken its place. Bdiind the 
&conoitiic teaching of Marx lay a large view 
society, ife regarded society not as arti- 
,:S<;ial, but ai?iiving structure subject to growth 
and decay. Human insight might detect, 
and human effori%might aid, the tendencies 
of growth : what they could not do was 
to take society to pieces and to put it to- 
gether again. In this way Marx was led to 
feel that the path of progress was not to be^ 
found in a catastrophic change, but in reforms 
which would aid the natural growth of society 
towards a gradual social transformation — re- 
forms each of which successively altered the 
nature of the brjdy social till their sum total 
ultimately altered its quality altogether and 
conTpleted the revolution. Thus Socialism 
under the iniluence of Marx came into alliance 
with biology; and the alliance is mmt con- 
spicuous to-day in the writings of Mr. Ramsay 
Ma^droald, who may be regarded as the 
apostle of a definitely biological Socialism. 

At the same time Marx did not by any means 
h^^'ld a thoroughiy organic view of the nature of 
soci*ety% Society might to-day be growing by 
an organic process : thh ultimate society' of the 
future might be a pure ^Trganic unity; but as 
things stood, •with capitaj exploiting labour and 
the workers deprived of their just rewarcl, there 
was a great gulf in every society between 
masters and men, and the “ dass-conscious- 
neSs ** o| the men could not but*be utterly and 
entirely opposecito that of the n^asters. What- 
ever Socialism triumphant n>ight be, Socialism^ 
militant meant a* truceless w^ar^ and every 
society was divided into two armies engaged in 
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that war,' with the object on the one ^ide oi has'* 
tening, and on the other of defeating, the revolu- 
tion which should inaugurate the final day# On 
the methods of this war tfifferen«rs of opinicin. 
arose in the ranks of Socialists. Some were 
for international action, ap'i -Marx himself, as 
we have seen, founded the International ; some 
were for separate national action. Some in- 
tended a peaceful revolution achieved within 
^the ambit of the law : others spoke of dynan)ite 
as destined to end capitalism in the same way 
as gunpowder had ended feudalism. Above 
all, while sonu^ believed in political ae/Lion — 
that is to say, in the conquest of political power 
by the masst's, and the use of political power to 
aehic'V(‘ the revolution picce-meul — others be- 
lieved in purely economic action, advocuiing 
strikes and the ultimate cxproj)riation of cajdtal, 
and dirdaining or eschewing the paths of })oli- 
tics.^ This divergence has indeed been constant 
and lunchmicntal in the ranks of Socialists j 'u,nd 
it a defect of Marx himself that he was vague 

in his political teiichiiig, prone to emphasise the 
negative coneipt of the class-vvar, but noj^so 
ready to jwovide any constructive ]j.oUUcal 
programme, and somen^jat “negligent of the 
necessities of government.” A certain in- 
stability and v.icillatipri has thus ieharaeteris('(l 
the organisations, such as the Social Democratic 

* Icr EiiropeaD Socialism at large there is still a 
cleavage between ’the Kevolulionary and the Reformist 
parties. The one’ believes in the accumplishn^'^nt of all 
the aims of Sociab^m simultaneous!^ as a system: the 
other in the realisation of those aims successively and 
' piecemeal. The one thinks in terms of tlie class-war : 
the other in Urma of the aolidiirity of classes, Cf. 
Ensor, Modem Socialising pp. xxxiii sqq. 
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*ind its siiccessor the Britisl| Socialist 
Party, whicft have lived pn the Marxian tradi- 
tion. They can, indeed, discern lirnU}^ their 
^g/)a] : it is ‘‘ sociali|;ation of the means of pro- 
duction, distribution, and exchange, the whole 
to be controlled Ijy^ democratically organised 
state in the interest of the entire community/’ 
About the means to its attainment they have 
always been dubious. They have sometimes 
advocated a policy of gradual reform and 
amelioration : they have sometimes denounced 
the policy of “ palliatiSfes ” and meliorism,” 
because it lulled class-consciousness to sleep and 
postponed or killed the revolution. They have 
been willing and unwilling to co-operate with 
other bodies to ^ain political representation : 
theyh have been anxious and apathcdic about 
separate political representation of their own 
views. They have feared Trade Unions^ as tjie 
proj)S and pillars of meliorism ; and on the other 
haiMl*^s recently as 1912, tJie British Socialist 
Party, caught by the new syndicalist fasliiou, 
was set on achieving a perfect industrial organ- 
isation through 'Oracle Unions, and was advoca- 
ting* a ^policy of strengthening the unions in 
every way so that they should ultimately be 
capable of taking over t^ie confix) I of produc- 
tion in the iioeialist state. • t 

The definitely Marxiai? infliu'nee in England 
has been seen in the writings of llyndman and 
in the propaganda of the Soci«i Democfratic 
Federation, of whieh the most .striking figure 
was for many ye|rs William Moy'is. The begin- 
nings of this phase,date from ^881, w^hen Hynd- 
man published England for All, ^djid founded'" 
the Social Democratic Federatiorn The Feder- 
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ation haij^ a programme which included lapl 
nationalisation, but which was 'also largely 
concerned with political objects such as uni- 
versal suffrage, payment, of mepK.bers, Honie 
Rule for Ireland and free parliaments for all 
colonies and dependenci^ , Morris was an 
early member, and he helped to edit a paper 
called Justice, which was the organ of the 
Federation. One of Morris’s main motives 
was his desire for the coming of a state of 
society, in which loving workmanship and 
creative art might thrive ; and his passion for 
Socialism wai» .based largely on his belief, that 
capitalism was the ruin of craftsmanship. He 
was opjioscd to parliamentary action : Parlia- 
ment, he felt, was always occupied in repairing 
the social structure which it was the object 
of Socialists to destroy. He was even op])oscd 
to.Tradc Unions, because they served as buffers 
between th(‘ Liberalism he detested and the 
social revolution he desired. Di of 
opinion with llyndman drove him and others 
from the Lengue (1881); and he joined in the 
foundation of a new organisation, the Socialist 
L(‘ngue, and in editing its organ. The Cpmi^^on- 
uraltlf. In 1890, however, the League was 
captured by iViiarehisvs, and Mc^rris resigned his 
membersliij) ; -before he left League, he 
wrote the tliu'st of fiis socialistic writings — 
Nezvs from Nowhere, Here, in the form of a 
romance, he sbetehes the State of the future, 
dc‘seribing the. violent revolution by which it 
was created, ai^d painting the# joy and beauty 
of the new life which it brought.^ 

' It is impos^ble, within the lifciits of this volume, to 
give any account of the socialistic Utopias of Morris 
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Morns' was somethiiig of a revolutionary 
y Utopian, \ , brand-n«w society was, he 
\ifnagined, to be built by a sudden effort ; and 
'meanwhile ^anelioratlon, whether pursued by 
parliamentary action or through Trade Unions, 
was to be avoickd^ Something of the same 
tendency has continued to dwell in the British 
Socialist Party, though it has wavered in its 
attitude — sometimes adopting, and sometimes 
denouncing, “ palliatives ” ; now courting, now 
avoiding Trade Unions ; at one time atteiu})!- 
ing, and at another time shunning, partieij na- 
tion in politics. A different a**litude appears 
when we turn to the Fabians, who founded 
their Society in 1^84, and issued their Essays in 
1 889. The Fabians, of whom Sidney Webb and 
BciTiard Shaw were the foremost members, had 
been influenced by Marx; but, as we shall see, 
it was by the evolutionary element of his tea',<h- 
ing, rather than by the revolutionary idea wdiich 
attT2£t?i!cd Morris, that they were guided. On 
the whole, however, Mill rather than Marx 
was their starting-})oint. They d not begin, 
like^ Marx, by attacking capital as the stolen 
fruits of labour which have been filched by the 
capitalist frc^in the working man : they start 
along the line suggested By Mill, with an attack 
on rent as tJ^e “ uneariUMci iMcrement ” of land, 


and Wells, Bellamy and^ Blatcliford.^ They belong to 
the sphere of economic prophecy rather than to political 
thought. .* All political theory is concerned with the 
State as it should l|e, and in that sei^^e is concerned with 
fidealsf but the explanation, in npvelistic form, of the 
structural details of 4 Utopia is rather an essay of th^ 
imagination than an analysis of the ideals which underlie 
the action of the State. 
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whicii htif been stolen (ar at any rateabstracteil) 
by the landlord from the society ^’wliich is its 
creator, and to which it properly belongs. 

In a word, it is land rati er than^ciapital which 
has been the objective of English Socialism in 
its peculiar and indigenou^'qrm ; and this fact 
suggests some reflections. The English system 
of land-holding is peculiar ; it is marked by the 
aggregation in a few hands of large estates 
as well urban as rural. This is an essential 
feature of English economy which differentiates 
Englisli life greatly from that of the Continent, 
where land is^'much more widely distributed. 
Our social reformers have thus concentrated 
their attack on landlords, who, it is urged, have 
taken a large toll from the' vast growth of 
English wealth in the last hundred and Vifty 
years. W e have already seen that T. H. Green, 
while comparatively tender to capital, was ad- 
verse to the English system of landed property, 
which he held responsible for the creati^^^s;.^ ?f a 
‘‘ propertyless })rolctariate.” The teaching of 
Green had its precursors, and has had its suc- 
cessors. As early as 1775 Speij^ce had preached 
land nationalisation to the PhilosophicahSoc^jety 
of Nevv castle ; and the Spenceans had continued 
his tradition.; In 1850 Dove, in a work on the 
Science of Politics^ had advocated the same 
policy ;'^and at the same time Herbert Spencer, 
in his Social Statics, had argued against private 
property in land. Mill," more particularly in 
the later editions of his Political Economy, had 
advanced from fhe Ricardian floctrine of rent, 
as the sum paid to the landlord for the use of 
the original j^ud indestructible powers of the 
soil, to his own theory of “ unearned incre- 
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a theory \^ich •readily passes into the 
^ doctrine of •“ socially created ^alues^’ ; while 
y from socially cfeated values itfs an easy step to 
Socialism o&Jhe Fabian type. The American, 
Henry George, though adding no' new ideas, had 
added new vigouisL and “ hustle ” to an old 
doctrine in his Process and Poverty (1879) ; and 
Russel Wallace had also espoused the cause of 
land nationalisation. 

This was the line of thought continued in 
Fabianism, though its founders drew inspira- 
tion from Proudhon ih France* and Marx in 
Germany as well as from their^wn soil. But 
Mill’s was the chief influence. It is Mill w^ho 
supplies the economic doctrine : it is Mill who 
serves, in the ye&rs betw^een 1848 and 1880, as 
thed^ridg(‘ from laissez-faire to the idea of social 
readjustment by the State, and from political 
Radicalism to economic Socialism, l^rawing 
its inspiration from these sources, Fabianism 
be^;nnafter 1884 to supply a new philosophy 
in place of Benthamite Individualism. Of the 
new gospel of collectivism, a German writer 
has said, Webb, was the Bentham and Shaw 
thqMiy. W^ithout assigning roles, we may fairly 
say there is some rocemblance between the 
influence of ’Benthamisfti on legislation after 
1830, and tljp influence of Fjibiiij^iism on legisla- 
tion since, at any rate, l&OO. In eithe#case we 
have a small circle of thijikers and investigators, 
in quiet touch with politicians ; in either case 
Wic have a “ permeation ” of general opinion 
by the iSeas of ^icse thinkers ^nd investigators. 
As Bentham threw aside thq old conception of 
natural rights fo^ that of utility, so, if less 
drastically, the Fabians threw aside the older 
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theory of value as based entirely on labour , apd 
the older policy^of the class-war, fot a theory of 
marginal values based on utility, and a. policy 
of the gradual socialisation i?ent. As 
Bentham made his principle the greatest happi- 
ness of the greatest num%r, so the Fabians 
made their principle the social control of 
socially created values. Differences of course 
there are. Benthamism was prior to Benthamit e 
legislation : legislation of a collectivist char- 
acter preceded Fabianism by nearly twenty 
years. Benthamism came to be a generally 
accepted creed,^: Fabianism is only adopted 
openly by a small minority. None the less it 
is probable that the historian of the future will 
emphasise Fabianism in much' the same way as 
the historian of to-day emphasises Benthamicm. 

Bentham was primarily concerned with 
legal and constitutional reform : Fabianism is 
primarily concerned with social and economic 
reform. But Fabianism has its own pciitiyal 
creed, if it is a political creed consequential 
uf)on an economic doctrine. That economic 
doctrine advocates the socialisation of rent. 
But the rents which Fabians would sQcia\ise 
are noiL only rents from. land. Rent, in the 
sense of unearned inc^iement, may be drawn, 
and is drawn, frpm other sources. ,Xhe success- 
ful entrepreneur, for iixstance, draws a rent of 
ability from his superior equipment and educa- 
tion. The soci<alisation of every kind of rent 
will necessarily .arm the State wdth great funds 
which it must use. Wliat kinfl of state will 
best be able to us^ these funds ? Not the old 
State which, whatever its form, was in fact an 
oligarchy, using the powers of the State to 
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M\?ance the interests of ti class — a stf^e from 
^whioh men S(?u^ht refuge.in preaching laissez- 
faire and in limiting as far as m them lay the 
powders of Ht^thiterfe^nce. That state is at 
once too selfish and too incompetent to be 
given fresh power;, collectivism demands a 
state which is neither selfish nor incompetent. 
Collectivism demands in the first place a purely 
demoeratic state. The wealth which has been 
created by the whole society must be owned 
and administered by the whole society. The 
private owner of rent, whether ii was drawn 
from land or from industry, wasjrble to dictate 
the conditions of life to his hands ” ; the 
State as owner will equally be able to dictate 
conditions. Only*if the State which dictates 
conditions to workers is Itself the workers will 
freedom be attained. Then, and then only, 
will those who own the means of production be 
ilso the users of those means; then, and then 
the people dictate to itself the con- 
litions of such use. Thus will be realised, in 
i new sense, the ideal of Kousseau, that the 
mverning people tthe Souverain) should be one 
ind the same as the governed people (the iUai). 
ind that “ eaqji, giving Sie direction of hiftiself 
,o all, should give himself^o none.” And thus 
^haw can de^ne the two interconnected aims 
)f Fabianism as “ the gradual extension^of the 
ranchise and the transfer of rent and interest 
o the State.” * • 

But coljectivism also demands,* in the second 
ilace, expert gcf'ernment. It demands the 
' aristocracy of talent ” of whifdi Carlyle wrote. ^ 
'he control of a stable with powerj^so vast will 
bviously need an exceptional and exceptionally 
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large arstocracy. Those opponents of Fabian- 
ism who desire something more revolutionary; 
than its policy of “meliorism” and “ pallia- 
tives ” accuse it of allifrnce with bHreaucraey. 
They urge that it relies on bureaucracy to 
administer social reforn?***? from above; and 
they conclude that, since any governing class is 
anti-democratic, the Fabians, who believe in 
such a class, are really anti-democratic. The 
charge seems, as a matter of fact, diflicult to 
sustain. Fabians from the first felt and urged 
that the decentralisation of the State was a 
necessary cowhtion of the realisation of their 
aim. The municipality and other local units 
were the natural bodies for administering the 
new funds and discharging the new cluties 
wliich the realisation of that aim would c'ibate. 
“ A democratic State,” Shaw wrote, “ cannot 
become a Social-democratic. State, unless it has 
in every centre of poj)ulation a local governing 
body as thoroughly democratic in its rrrriS\"'itu- 
tion as the central parliament.” The House of 
Commons, he felt, must develop “ into the 
central government which rail be the organ 
of federating the municipalities.” Fabianism 
thus'implied no central bureaucracy : what it 
demanded was partly, indeed, a more efficient 
and expert central government »(and there is 
plenty c)f room for that), but primarily an expert 
local civil service, in close touch with and under 
the control (fl a really' democratic municipal 
government. * It is dilficult to say that thi^ is 
bureaucracy, or that it is not tHesirable. Many 
men who are not, Fabians or Socialists of any 
kind feel strongly that tin? breathing of more 
vigour and interest into local politics, and the 
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V.,, action of a properilocal civil service, ^are the 
great problcnfs of the futpre. 

The policy of Fabianism has thus been some- 
'what as {|)l]oys. An intellectual circle has 
sought to permeate all classes, from the top to 
the l)ottom, with ^ common opinion in favour 
of social control of^socially created values. 
Resolved to permeate all classes, it has not 
preached class-consciousness; it has worked as 
much with and through Liberal capitalists ” 
as with and through Labour representatives. 
Resolved gradually to permeate,* it has not 
been revolutionary : it has relig^l on the slow 
growth of opinion. Reformist rather than 
revolutionary, it has explained the impossi- 
bility of the suddeh. ‘‘ revolution ” of the work- 
ing oiassos jigainst capital : it has urged the 
necessity of a gradual amelioration of social 
conditions by a gradual assertion of .sociid 
control over unearned increment, IleiK^e 
Fabire.!i.:>«i has not adopted the somewliat cold 
attitude of the pure Socialist jiarty to Trade 
Unions, but has rather found in their gradual 
conquest of better wages and better conditions 
for the .workers the line of social advance 
congenial with its own* principles. Again, it 
has preached t*hat the society which is to exert 
control must Jdc democratic,, if Xhe control is 
to be, as it must be, self-c&ntrol : it hastought 
that such democratic self-control must primarily 
be exerted in dcraocratin local self*government : 
it has emphasised the need of reconciling 
democratic control with expert guidance. 
While it has never advocated direct action ” 
or the avoidance of»political activity, while on*’ 
the contrary it has advocated the conquest of 
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social ifpforms on the fields of parliamenxar^ 
and municipal government, it ha;:, not defended 
the State as it is, but has rather urged 'the need 
for a state which is hashed on d^emqjcracy temr 
pcred by respect for the ‘ expert.” In thisVay 
Socialism of the Fabian ^yge has made repre- 
sentative democracy its creed. It has adopted 
the sound position, that democracy flourishes 
best in that form of State, in which the people 
freely produce, thanks to an equality of educa- 
tional opportunity, and freely choose, thanks to 
a wide and active suffrage, their own best mem- 
bers for their. ^guidance, and, since they have 
freely produced and chosen them, give them 
freely and fully the honour of their trust, ^ And 
thus Socialists like Mr. Sidtiey Webb and Mr. 
Ramsay Macdonald imve not coquetted* with 
primary democracy, which has always had a 
magiifitic attraction for Socialists. The doc- 
trine that the people itself governs directly 
through obedient agents — the dooiUk^. of 
mandate and plebiscite, of referendum and 
initiative — is not the doctrine of the best 
English Socialism. Mr. Webb’s Industrial 
Democracy shows how Trade Uiuoit:?, in 
groping towards the <6est scheme of govern- 
ment for themselvts, have advanced from 
attempts at ,prii7iary sclf-govei;T.3ment, which 
failed/ to a policy' of government through 
elected representatives, which has succeeded : 
Mr. Ramsay Macdonald's Socialism and Govern- 
ment (1909) is a strong and cogent plea for 
representative democracy agjjjinst the claims of 
mandate and n^ferendum,. and even against 
proportiona) ^representation, so far as advocacy 
of proportional representation is based on the 
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tliat Parliameiit is only intended Jo serve 
as* a mirror oi national ojjinion. 

Behind both the economics tad the polities 
‘ of the type|of ^^ialiifm which we have been dis- 
cussing there nes an organic theoi-y of society. 
Kconomically, soemtv is conceived as a living 
body which co-operalbs with the individual in 
the creation of wealth. We arc not really each 
the architect of our own fortune, as we appear 
to be. We have all a coadjutor; and that 
coadjutor is the society in which we live, which 
is perpetually creating social valubs partly bv 
its mere growth, as when the j^xtension of 
town adds a new value to urban land, but st 
more^by its own manifold activities of educati 
and administratioh. Politically again socicc 
is ai^ organic unity, wrth a real “ gener* 1 
will ” of its own such as Rousseau conceived, 
a general will which has to ex])rcss itself, nof, 
as Rousseau held, in a direct and primary 
asstt^ubly* of all the citizens, but through the 
channels of a purified system of representation. 
In advocating the conception of a social organ- 
ism Mr. Ramsay jy^acdonald, the representative 
of y^hat^ may be called biological Socialism, 
naturally uses biological language. And in- 
deed it is obvious that the analogy of the living 
organism, so j^r as it has any valpe, is of value 
to Socialism rather than ^;o the indivickialism 
advocated by Spencer, “ Each for other is 
at once the motto of a* physical lOrganism *and 
of €ocialistic doctrine. It is thus logical, as a 
French critic has remarked, that Mrs. Webb, 
the disciple of xlje political philosophy of 
Herbert Spencer before her ccyi version to‘* 
Socialism, has expressly used the metaphor of 
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the socjial organism against her old mastdPt* 
and in defence of tf^e creed he denounced. ^ ' 

The development of Liberalism, during the 
last few years, shows cdnsidefgrbl^ traces of' 
Fabian influence. Liberal writers like Prof. 
Hobhouse and Mr. J. Robson ^ have both 
argued in favour of thb intervention of the 
State in the field of socially created values. 
Mr. Hobson in particular has urged that the 
individual is not the only unit of economic pro- 
duction; that the community is itself a jiro- 
ducer of values ; and ftiat the State, which is the 
organ of the ,icpmmunity, may claim a special 
right to impose special taxation on such values. 
The old individualistic view of the .State 
thus seems to be definitely shed by modem 
Liberalism ; and Hobson, in re-stating 
the Liberal case, can even enlist the con- 
ception of a social organism under its banner. 
That conception serves to justify the taxation 
of socially created values, which are a«gi«»»i to 
be the results of the growth of the organism; 
and the contention that the State is an organism 
which feels find thinks, and i^ay claim the right 
to exj)ress its feelings and thoughts, ,haJ?,J)een 
appKed by Mr. Hobso* not only to defend that 
right to equality of fianchise and of representa- 
tion, which alone yvill allow the real voice of the 
whole*‘body to speak, but even to enforce an 
advocacy of the Referendum. 

Collectivistfi of the 'Fabian order was the 
dominant form of Socialism in England till 
within the last three or fofir years. Anires 
iempSy autres mdt^urs, A young century, which 

^ S<'e Demohnry aiid Ucaction (1894), and The Crtsii 
of Liberalism (1909). 
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lee.ls (ixs.we must all have felt) that during the 
last 'few ycars^t has hccii living at a rapid pace, 
is convinced that it must tfe* novel in order to be 
^ up to date* ^^esidcsf this is the day of criticism 
of a?Il the^ “ tonventfons ’* of the past — of 
marriage and divorce, of dress and deportment ; 
and even the advaActM Radicalisms of the past 
are now themselves ‘‘ conventions ” which must 
be served with a notice to quit in order to make 
room for new tenants. And so we hear of Mr. 
Belloc’s Distributivism : we are told of Syndi- 
calism : we are presented with Guild-S(X 2 ialism, 

Underlying these novelties there is perhaps 
one common basis — a general rC3.ction against 
“the State.” One phase of that reaction was 
considered at the fiid of a preceding chajjter; 
and }t has already been veen in this chapter 
that there has always been a section of Socialist 
opinion hostile to political action.^ This section 
is now engaged in struggle with the “ adminis- 
trative ” Socialism of the Fabian school, and 
in revolt against its definite recognition of the 
State as the organ of Socialism. It is urged 
that the State as an organ of Socialism has two 
great , defects. SCate-Socialism involves two 
things — A governing class, and, in the d^^o- 
cratic state, an«electoral machinery to elect that 
governing class. The goveriun<j class under 
State-Socialisffi becomes .e btireaucraey^ 
menting and controlling the life of the citizen. 
This inaugurates a “ sf^rvilc ” state : it mins 
democracy, because “ the exist cnee of a govern- 
ing class iQ^the negation of democracy.” Again 

\s 

^Anarchist doctrines, were advocf^ted after 1870, in 
connection with a policy of small communal groups, by ‘ 
adversaries and rivals of Marx, like Bakunin. 
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the electoraf machinery has its defects. A great 
electorate is liable to l3e advertisement-drugged 
and caucus-ridden 'and in any case a body of 
state workers may unite to use tlu ir votes in 
order to put pressure on the Sta^ e aiid to secure 
higher wages and better conditions of ernploy- 
meiit. Thus Statc-Socadism means a self- 
interested electorate partly regimented by, and 
partly — in reaction — dictating to, a governing 
bureaucracy. 

These are arguments by which the old- 
fashioned individualist and the neo-sockilist 
are curiously joined and knit together in op- 
position to cVfdectivist Socialism. And there 
are other bonds of union. Just as the in- 
dividualist objects to any discrimination a^^ainst 
land and rents, and urges that profits staled on 
the same footing as^rerits, being just as much 
“ unearned ’* and just as much “ socjially 
created,” so too does the advanced Socialist. 
The one puts rents and profits on the same foot- 
ing in order to save both from the Chifficellor of 
the Exchequer : the other puts them on the 
same footing in order to gain both for “ national 
guilds ” ; but both are agffecd in protesting 
against the discrimination advocated by the 
Fab*ians. Again, there is a certain anti- 
intellectual ism common to individualists and 
to advanced Socialists. Collectivism means the 
triumph of the idea of a self-conscious rational 
organisation of society ; it means the direction 
of the activity of the community in every detail 
by the reason of the community. The old* in- 
dividualist preiers to trust tl^e empiric instinct 
»of rule of thumo; he leaves each member of 
the commumty to follow his own lead, trusting 
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XU'i:>!L>lllC llimi if mystjerious reconciling harmony. 
In a word, he claims all neason for the indivi- 
dual, who’ knows by reason his own interest, and 
lie leaves r?mo to the'eommunity, which, having 
no Riding reason, mast leave its affairs, if it 
has any, tp go their £wn way. The advanced 
Socialist tends to anti-intellectualism of a differ- 
ent order. Unlike the individualist, he loves 
groups rather than individuals; but like the 
individualivst he is not enamoured of the State- 
grou]), and like the individualist he does not 
credit groups with any great amount of reason. 
He trusts in their instinct, whict^ when the day 
eoinc's will be adequate to the day’s need, but 
until it comes will not wwry itself unduly with 
thought. This aidi-intcllectualism is most con- 
spicv’ous in some of Ikv French Syndicalist 
theories (which are not altogether the same, it 
is true, as actual French Syndicalism); but it 
also ajipcars, for instance, in Mr. Belloc’s belief 
tha,^ the Faith will, in some way unexplained, 
save Europe from being regimented into a 
servile State — or, in other words, from being 
guided by mere r^^ason. 

In -whatever ways advanced Socialism may 
agree with old individu^rlism, it is of coiuoe a 
very different' creed. Bjth may reject col- 
lectivism; but the one rejects i^^ in order not 
to go forward at all, and Jic other in order to 
go much further forward. The general advance 
is towards the substitution of OcfiupationaHsm 
for Socialism. Instead of control exerted by the 
whole society, as a body of owners, over itself as 
a body of workers^J control is ta be exerted o^^er 
their members by ea?h occupation qr profession. * 
Whether it be termed Syndicalism, or Guild- 
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Socialism, or by other names, the common basis 
of the new creed seems to be f belief in the 
economic self“gv>vernment of the occupation or 
profession. Mr. Belloc, f6r instanc^^, advocates 
in the Servile State (19x2) Disfeibutivism, by 
which we are to understand the assignment to 
eyery man, as far as possible, of individual 
private property ; but it is the core of his argu- 
ment that this vastly increased private pro- 
perty will need to be protected, as in the Middle 
Ages he thinks that it was protected, by co- 
operative gttilds,” aiid “ by the autonomy of 
great artisan corporations.’* For unless there 
are such bodies, imposing voluntary restraints 
on alienation in order to prevent the rise of an 
economic oligarchy, and stopping sale by the 
many in order to prc-’X'nt purchase by th€ few, 
history will repeat itself, and landlordism and 
capitalism will return again. Mr. Belloc lays 
stress mainly on individual property, and he 
does not emphasise, though he rccogjjises, the 
need of co-operative association. The authors 
of Guild Socialism (1914) are exclusively con- 
cerned with co-operative , association. They 
too, like Mr. Belloc, have something-of a 
mediaeval idhal; and. they unite the mediaeval 
“ craft ” with the French syndicat to produce 
the new Socijilism. Under their^plan the State 
indeed owns the means of production ; but 
the guild, as trustee, controls their use. The 
guitd employs itself : the guild determines its 
wages, its hours, its conditions of labour, ..the 
piices of its product. Such a guild, ft is urged, 
will mean the rr^al application of democracy to 
' industry, which will by its.means be voluntarily 
organised and freely directed; while State- 
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‘Swalism can onlv meqn the application of 
bureaucracy, •which is, in the issue, the hegation 
of •democracy. ' • 

. The me|i8aft^al State, we are often told, was a 
‘‘ community 5f communities,” a sum of corpor- 
ate bodies — guilds and monasteries, boroughs 
and shires. Unde?* Guild-Socialism the modem 
State will be a community of professional 
guilds. But the State will be more than a sum 
of such guilds. It wdll not be a mere bracket 
or hyphen, but a real entity in itself. It is 
on •this point that Guild-Socialisrxi parts com- 
pany with Sjmdicalism, wdiieh on the wdiole is 
a French, and not an English sAool of thought. 
Syndicalists, intent on the perfect autonomy of 
the professional group, have gone to war against 
the State; They have tekl patrie and proprUti 
to be convertible terms ; they have urged that 
the State protects property, and that th<j State 
must be destroyed in order to destroy property. 
La^dasse^ e'est la patrie, has been their motto; 
they have sought to substitute occupationalism 
for patriotism. The autliors of Guild Socialism, 
on the contrary, ^id room for the State as well 
as thf! guild ; and this they do by a “ separation 
of powers,” which secjgs prima^facie simple, 
though in th(? issue it w«uld prove sufficiently 
difficult. To the State they wc^uld assign all 
matters that concern tht national soi#! — fine 
art, education, international relations, justice, 
public conduct; for •the guilej they w^uild 
vindicate all matters that concern the national 
income. *To the State, for instance, is reserved 
all higher cducaMon : to the^^uilds is left all 
the sphere of technical education. Thus will be* 
realised in the State the two democracies — ^the * 
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economic and the political; and the 
democracies are the vital and rueccssary con- 
dition of any democracy at all. For unless 
there be economic democmcy — the control by 
the workers themselves oi their \^orK — political 
democracy is all in vain. It is an idle thing that 
a man should have a voti in the affairs of the 
State unless he has already a voice in the affairs 
of the guild : “ economic power precedes and 
controls political power.” Once establish the 
democratic guild, and all other things will be 
added. A State will arise which is the owner 
of all the means of production, but lets such 
means to the guilds on condition that they 
pay for their charter an annual rent; and 
these rents will provide the. State with all its 
finances. Such a State, with no anxiety about 
its finances, and with no concern for economic 
affairs, wiiich will either be controlled by each 
guild "separately or, for the larger and more 
common issues, by a conference of will 

turn itself freely to the things of the spirit, and 
live its o\ra life “ certainly independent, pro- 
bably ev^en supreme.” And y we ask, ‘‘ What 
is to happen if guild quarrels with guHd,-each 
tryinff to get- the best .conditions for its own 
menibers ? What is io happen xf the Confer- 
ence of the Guilds, with its own policy and its 
own feeling, quarleL with the parliament of 
the State ? ” we must content ourselves, as 
Montesquieu fought to -content himself when 
he thought of the possibility of struggles arising 
from the separation of powers, by the thought 
that “ since by ti)e natural mc^cment of things 
tlu^y are forced to move, tl^ey will move to- 
gether.’* ^ 
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• 

'‘‘•in tnith, any j^octrine of ' separation of 
powers, suclui as Guild-Socialism advocates, is 
bound tx) collaj5se before tfie simple fact of the 
. vital inte]i|lependen<fe of all the activities of the 
“ great societj’ ** of tfc-day. The State is one 
body : no ‘clever essay in dichotom^ Jau get 
away from that facile In vain do you assign 
international relations to the State, and the 
control of economic production to the guild : 
internal ional relations involve questions of 
economic production, and questions of economic 
production involve international relations. 
Either ihv State must go, as Syndicalists seem 
to advocat ?, and that mean^^^ chaos, or the 
State must remain — and then, if you are to 
have Socialism, ibmust be State-Socdaiisrii. If 
there is to be a Staled* lir must linv( the fina] 
responsibility for the life of its citizens. Never- 
theless, State-Socialism may have its les^sons to 
learn from Guild -Socialism. It is interesting 
to* see %)W Mr. Graham Wallas, one of the 
authors of the Fabian Essays of 1889, brings a 
fresh and receptive mind to bear on the new 
suggestions in hi^^latest work, I'he Great Society 
(IW. 

A quarter of a ccnjiiiry ago •the Fa'^ians, 
assuming the State as itpstoocl, though desiring 
a more fully,dcmocrati(» struetujc of its central 
parliament and itsilocal ^cpresentativfii bodies, 
urged that this State should gradually assume 
the control of economic life. JRepresenkitive 
democracy and State-control , of production 
were its two interconnected tenets ; but assum- 
ing that reprcscAtg-tivc demooTacy would come, 
and come rapidl>ii of itself, Fabians concen- 
trated their attention on the means of intro-* 
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ducing State-control of production. Mr. Wrils; 
in New Worlds for Old (1908), sosaght to bring 
back attention to problems of government, and 
suggested that the structure of govertiment Was 
a problem prior to the socialisation of industry. 

Before you can transfer property from private 
to collective control you^^nust have something 
in the way of a governing institution which has 
a reasonably good chance of developing into an 
efficient controlling body.’* Mr. Wells seems 
to suggest new local areas of administration and 
new types of electorate ; but his main insistehce 
is on the study of social psychology in order to 
discover the afcas and electorates which will 
produce the most vigorous “ collective mind,” 
and thus provide the necessary organ of any 
collectivist State. Mr^ Wallas, a member of 
the London County Coxmcil for many years, 
has had actual experience of local areas and of 
the behaviour of electorates, while the study of 
social psychology, as we have already ^een, has 
found in him one of its most original exponents. 
In both ways he has been led to face the 
problem, stated by Mr. WellSj,^of “ the scientific 
reconstruction of our representative §ind ad- 
mini^rative machinerj^^^so as to give power’and 
real expression to tke developing collective 
mind of the community.’’ 

The Qreat Society of Mr.; Wallas is not, like 
Guild Socialism, an ambitious attempt to find 
new <jadres foj^ the “ communal mind.” It is 
rather a treatise on social therapeutics — or,*^!! 
one may use a clumsy word, sociaF psycho- 
therapeutics. It) author seelfe in the light of 
social psychology — ^which ii “ the knowledge 
which will erfhble us to forecast and therefore 
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to nntlmmce the conduct of large numbers of 
human beinga organised in societies diag- 
nose the ' diseases of ouV present system of 
representAivie govOTiment and to suggest 
theif remeaieif. Diseases there a^re, he admits, 
which the ^Fabians of 1889 did not foresee. 


but which furthef enperience of political life 
and the new study of social psychology hdve 
since 1889 combined to discover. There is 


the whole process of hypnotising the electorate 
by every manner of “ suggestion ” ; there is 
mffnipulation of the electorate by great in- 
terests for their own ends; there is the ten- 


dency of certain classes of electors to use their 
votyig power to put pressure on the govern- 
ment or mimicipjdity which is their employer. 
Symlicalism, in its various phases, is an 
attempt to correct these evils. Flying from 
geographical areas — ^municipalities, counties, 
constituencies — it would find in the ndn-local 


as«:ociati^n of the organised profession the 
line of that “ reconstruction ” which Mr. Wells 


desires. But guilds too may have their 
diseases : in th^ Middle Ages they certainly 
had^ £^nd to-day also a Socialism based on 
guifds might mean a ^irit of eiiclusive mono- 
poly, a spirft of jealoi^sy between giiil5 and 
guild, a spirit of pettiness which preferred the 
small association tf the grc’at society jn wdiich 
it lives. A via media has thus to be found 


between State-Socialism based^on local repre- 
sentation, and Guild-Socialism based on the 
principle of profession ; and it is in a retention 
of collectivism ^nd represevPl^ation, tempered 
and modified by recognition of groups, and by 
the institution of new authorities free frorcr 
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liability to pressure, that Mr. Wallas. seeks feis 
via media. He would, for instance, rtro^uise 
the group in the cohstitution -of the • S(‘(‘(m(l 
Chamber, while reserving the f#gei>grai)hic^iJ 
electorate for the Lower Chamber. ^He would 
advocate the creation of bodies, with a majority 
of elected represen tative.y’*' but with a minority 
of members appointed by professional organisa- 
tions, for the control of undertakings, educa- 
tional or economic, in wdiich the unqualified 
use of elected representatives might lead to 
manipulation or pressure, wdiile on the other 
hand the unqualified use of professional manage- 
ment might bre^d exclusiveness and monopoly. 
In a w^ord, he seeks to reconcile Fabianism with 
Professionalism in much the ^ame w^ay, though 
with more clarity a«id* logic, as the British 
Socialist Party in 1912 attcmjited to reconcile 
Marxianism with Trade Unionism. 

Social i. jn thus presents to-day a number of 
strands of thought, some of which, if j^istinxjt, 
are difficult to distinguish, and some of which 
are being tied and twisted together in efforts 
at mediation and rcconciliatic^n. There is the 
Marxian tradition wiiich lives in the Socialist 
party^ proper there i^^ the tradition of the 
Webbs which lives iut FabianisUi. Both are 
forms of State-Socialism, with differences 
which lye have already s<?en, blit with this 
great common factor that they recognise the 
great society ** as tho organ of Socialism. 
On the other hand there arc the new doctrine*! 
of Syndicalism and Guild-Socialisnl, which 
differ fundamentally from the<^ld tradition in 
adopting professional grou[^s as the organ of 
Socialism, and in that res[)ect are essentially 
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•syimilar, •l)ut which differ from 'one another in 
their attitude to {he State. Here ^e some 
four stroOds; and of the*^ the Marxian seems 
ip be scelAngia connection with the Syndicalist, 
to jud^e fty ttie tone of the British Socialist 
Party in 1942, while the Fabian, to judge from 
Mr. Wallas, is ncft aitogether averse from the 
strand of Guild -Socialism. Such an expression 
of a complicated situation is, of course, artifi- 
cially simple. What is clear is that the idea 
of the guild — whether, as with Mr. Belloc, it is 
onfy the shield and cover*of peasant proprietor- 
ship, or, as with the authors of Guild Socialisms 
the essential organisation of*^'a life in which 
thcjguild fills and permeates the whole mind — 
is the idea of the tour. The criticism of State- 
Sooialism which jiroeeeds from this idea is 
likely to lead to a new adjustment of Socialist 
theory. When it is urged that the old S(^cialism 
is just Capitalism “ WTit large,’* with the officials 
o^the Sj^ite rcjilacing the managers of Cai)ital- 
ism, but with “ wagery ” still left as the con- 
dition of the ordinary citizen, the thrust goes 
home. After all, Socialism which works through 
the great society cannot avoid its S(‘ylla and 
Charybdis. Either it jj^usi evolve a grea^. and 
independent *administraiion, which will control 
the lives of its citizens — and that way, it may 
be urged, lies status and the servile ; or 
it must evolve a great and sovereign electorate, 
which will control the^action of Jthe administra- 
-tion — and that way lies a fierce tussle of com- 
petition * between different classes of State- 
employees to ^^ide whiclr shall put the 
greater pressure ol^ the administration, a com- 
petition ending in the anarchic ^tate. * ThercT 
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is, indeea, no guarantee that the guild WK! 
avoid Ciiarybdis, or that the struggle between 
guild and guild wilbiiot mean competition end 
anarclw. But the guild has in its favour that 
federanstic trend of thought tdii6h, aS’ has 
already been seen, is powerful *in modem 
thought. The High Chiyichtnan, concerned for 
the independent life of the ecclesiastical group, 
finds the teaching of the Guild-Socialists a not 
unwelcome ally; he may, in an expansive 
moment, declare that he too is a Syndicalist. 
The political movement towards the reco^^ni- 
tion of the rights of national groups, conspicu- 
ous alike in our^ e>wn recent politics and in the 
present politics of a warring Europe, sets the 
same way. And finally, perhaps most im- 
portant of all, there has to be taken linto 
consideration, over and above federalistic 
tendencies of Churchmen or of politicians, that 
growth of voluntary co-operation, particularly 
in the field of agriculture, which has beeu^at 
work, especially in Ireland, for some years 
past- Agricultural industry has not, indeed, 
become a guild; but it ha§ gone some way 
towards becoming a sphere of voluntary and 
self-managed eo-operafjion. And thus it would 
seeni to follow that, if we cannot dispense with 
State-control of economic life, as guild-S(x;ialists 
seem to think, neitter ca^n we dispense with 
guild-management of such life, as State- 
Socialists used to believe. The problem to be 
solved is the reconciliation of State-control 
with voluntary co-operation. That problem 
cannot be solved by a diviron of functions 
which would leave the Sfaie no control of 
'economic life*, but neither can it be solved by 
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‘ a* Concentration of, powders which would, at 
any rate in the great staple industries, leave 
vo \u ntary ^co-operation no ’room ✓ 

•On the Jlit^j*ature*devoted to the criticism 
of Socialism we cannot here touch. In 1908 
Mr. Mallocl? published a Critical Examination 
of Socialism, and Mi^ Arnold Foster a state- 
ment of The Case against Socialism, Mr. 
Donisthorpe, nearly twenty years before, in 
various pamphlets vTitten for the Liberty and 
Prr^perty Defence Ix*agne, had preached in- 
cisively the gospel of “ Let Be.” In his hands, 
and in the hands of Auberon Herbe rt, a stout 
individualist who sought to confine the State 
to the administration of justice, and to sub- 
tract from its sCope^ ever3dhing except the 
defence of ])erson and property, the reaction 
against any form of paternalism runs to the 
length of an interesting if academic anaichism* 
There is one work, however, whicli is hardly 
a f;riticisfn of socialistic doctrine, but rather a 
pathetic analysis of socialistic tendencies in 
actual life, whose charm demands son}(‘ notice. 
This is Pearson’:^ National Life and Character 
(1894). • Anticipating, with regret but also 
with resignation, the cessation df all prepress 
and the coming of a stationary State, j)artly 
owing to th« pressure of tl^e lower races upon 
the higher, partly^ owdifg to se-eialis^ic ten- 
dencies which this pressure will slrengthen, 
Pearson calmly analyses the character of this 
"^tationai^y State. FundamentaJIy, he feels, it 
will mean a dependent reliance on the State 
which will chec%#all outburlts of originality. 
The State wall giVe its membgrs cducatioh,^^ 
health, employment and all manner of placid 
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Security. The State will become their cialt; 
the hold of Churches on their members will 
grow weak, and the ‘Appeal of families to their 
members will grow faint. “ Thecdcfcay of the 
family ’* forms the subjeet of oA’e o^ his most 
striking chapters. But Pearson ^had hardly 
reckoned with the fuiy^anYental vitality of 
those associations witliin the State — Church 
and union and guild as well as family — ^which 
are again to-day asserting their rights of exist- 
ence. In 1832 men feared that an encroaching 
State would engulf the Church ; and yet witiiin 
a year the Church was asserting through New- 
man, and has ''uuserted ever since, its own 
rights to an independent existence. An^ in 
like manner, though in 1894 Pearson may have 
anticipated tJiat an i-mplacably expanding 
State woiild absorb all human life, by 1914 
the current of thought seems to be selling tlie 
other way. 

Yet thiTc is one of PcansY^n’s 
whicl), while it runs atliwart wlDit seems to be 
the main current of the ifib rual dev^ loprncnt 
of coniempurary Etigland, is veiihcl(‘ss con- 
firmed, to ail apjHaraiK*'* s, by the, general 
tendency of Europe aV L. 'ge. lie iiritieipatcd 
that ^ though Soci al i si v* n i its ni 1 1 i t : n » ? s1 ago 
might be international aiui even e.iu i- jep ional, 
and thqugh again 'it <sniigid/.v !>• anh mililarist, 
yet Socialism once triunijiiianl might become, 
and would tend to become, in (h^fence of itself 
and its own achievement, severely national, 
possibly protectionist, and almost certainly 
militarist. A Sodalist State, Ve felt, could not 
nim the risk of having its oym standard of life 
debased by tHe competition of inferior States, . 
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and in self-defence it would don all tln^panoply 
of exclusion* .The tend»r.cies of'some of the 
most adv^angcd dep^^ocracies of^our own Em- 
pire. seenn raiher to corroborate than to in- 
validate thjs thesis. . And the extent to which 
the Socialii^s of Enrm)e have lately sprung to 
arms in defence of tlfeir national States, even 
before the days of the victory of their cause, 
seems to suggest that the triumph of Socialism 
would not necessarily be the triumph of 
in^eniationali sm . 

^ We have considered the bearing of econ- 
omic theory on the general «^^3nc*eplion of the 
mtemal polity and function of the Slate; it 
remains to consi^or its Ix-aring on the theory 
im4 prax'tice of intc^Kiational relations. Free 
Trade, the caniii'.al tenet of the old political 
economy, inA only issued in a political theory 
of lais^ez- fiU’f- in Utunestie affairs; *it alto 
i.%;iied i?j a tino tative tiieory of non-inUr- 
vention m the iiehl of foreign policy. It was 
the of (\>hd(n liiat Free Trade 

deiiianueii a e.f naiioii-^, ai;iniat(Ml by a 

cos:i>.’.politan idiaL as tlu* iux;css:-rv c<'iuh1ion 
(;f (.H'.'ieefih iafetvltange ‘V ^oininodities 

whah aloia* can produce liie OiaAinn^^n of 
veaJih. 11- UKiohed (kxi t hat Englishmen 
li\e Hi a **0 50 wi'^ ii i1 hiipctssihle jLo make 
’^\ar prohtahic ’’ S])intual motives contributed 
to (lelcnninc Ihis at I itude. Cobden, like I^riglit, 
had a genuine d(‘tes1a.tion of voir; and the 
ideals of pacificism and cosmojkjiltanisni which 
he ehcrislied w^re bac'ked l|y a moral appeal 
to the eonsciejw^ as well as by a pceuniiy'y 
a})peal to the pocket. In Grefn’s conce})tion 
of war as in its nature morally wrong, and in 
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his cognate conception of a “ universal brotfii^T- 
hood ” of humanity, we may trAce the purest 
presentation bf this moral appeal. 'Green had 
come under the influence of Bnght; and he 
shows that influence a£ its best. But it is 
none the less true that the Cobdenite inter- 
pretation of life was lather economic than 
moral. Everything was made to hinge on the 
economic sentiment of the individual; little 
or no regard was paid to the national senti- 
ment of the organised State. Economy was 
the criterion of politics; policy was good or 
bad, as it promoted or hindered the maximum 
of production; there was little conception of 
any national duty to intervene either interixally 
on behalf of depressed clasocs, or externally 
on behalf, of struggling causes. 

Something of a change came with Gladstone. 
He might have little zest for the cause of social 
reform, and little comprehension of the need 
of internal intervention; but on the foreij^ 
policy of England he left a decisive impression. 
He had caught the great faith of Mazzini, that 
“ nation is mission ” ; he fell that it was the 
duty of a nation to take its stand in tlie world 
of Ei;ropean jiolitics, aitd to lend its sympathy, 
if not its aid, to struggling causes and o])prcssed 
nationalities. If l:\e left no great or striking 
achievement, he beqheathLd a tradition; he 
identified the name of England abroad with 
a policy of sympathetic intervention in favour 
of Liberal and national causes, and h^ weaned 
his own party at home from the cult of a foreign 
policy springing 'Solely from economic motives 
.aiid issuing opiy in non-intexvention.* While a 
change of this nature may be traced in England, 
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^(Hher and far greater change was being 
acfcomplished^ in (Germany. Gern^y* became 
the apdsiile ot the cr^e’d of National sclf- 
slifficiency^ thft cosmopolitan ideal of 
Cobden she opposed* the nationalist ideal of 
List. The 'four-square nation, encouraging 
every side of its economic life by a system^ of 
scientific protection, and claiming from all its 
citizens, for the perfection of its national ideal, 
a complete and unswerving loyalty, thVew a 
gage of defiance to all Ajisionary dreams of a 
deilintionalised world. To Treitschkc, as to 
Mazzini, “ nation is mission ** ; but to Treit- 
schke the mission of a natioTT is the extension 
of Rational culture, and — since power is the 
veliiele of culture — ^the extension of national 
po^’cr. * 

In days such as these Mr. Norman Angell 
recurs to Cobdenism. If Cobden thanked God 
that England could not make a war ]>rofitablc, 
tllV" autk^^ir of The Great Illusion (11)09) seeks 
to extend the scope of his gratitude, and to 
prove that no nation can make a war profitable. 
He brings to the tirgumcnt not only the science 
of ^Coriomics, but the sciences of biology and 
psychology. , By the i»d of bi()!ogy he ^seeks 
to refute the mi litarisl^ appeal to the doctrine 
of natural selection. War, it Jis true, selects 
the fittest, but it ^lelectsHliem for destruction. 
By the aid of psychology he seeks to refute 
the militarist appeal* to the uiichanging* pug- 
nacity human nature. It is t^jpue that human 
nature does not change ; but at any rate it 
reacts in new wi|ys on new tfhvironments, and 
its reaction on tho environment^of the modem 
world is a lively sense of the profitableness of 
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peac^. But the fundamental basis of Mr^ 
Norman' An^^ell’s arj^iment is economic. He 
adopts the incitvviduaiispi of the old a^onomics, 
and is as blind as the Benthamites tp the fact 
of nationalism. He adopts the isolation and 
exaggeration of the economic mdtive which 
characterised the old ec(??iomics, and supports 
the cause of pacificism, like Cobden, by the 
argurnentum ,ad crumenam. But he differs 
from the older economists in selecting for 
emphasis a different .set of economic factors. 
TJa y had laid stress on the interdependence 
of the world's markets. He lays stress on the 
interdependence "'bf the world's banks and 
Stock Exchanges. 

The primary fact frorn which Mr. Angell 
starts is the hict of a synchronised bank-rate 
the world over and reacting bourses." Im- 
proved vmeans of communication, and especi- 
ally the telcgrapli, have created a single system 
of credit for all the world; and that systehi 
is so delicately interwoven, and so finely 
intermeshed, that a nation can never gain 
profit, even if it gains victory, by throwing 
the sword into its texture. The one sure and 
certairi result bf draw ing the sword is the dis- 
turbance of credit— tht credit of the nation 
which drawls the sword no less than that of 
the rest.^ “The telegiaph' emd the bank have 
rendered military force economically futile.’/ 
The old argument of diplomacy ran somewhat 
as follows : “ The grow^th of industry jnvolvesT 
new markets ; the acquisition of new markets 
involves control df transport the control of 
transport, for ^.overseas maikets, involves a 
navy; the navy involves, in the last resort. 
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" Mr. AngelJ coujiters with a new argu- 
ment. “The telegraph involves » single system 
of cn ditffor the civilisq^dvorM^hat system of 
credit iryrotves th^ financial interdependence^ 
of all States; that? financial interdependence 
involves peace.** To rest the cause of peace 
on the one foundatjDn of banking may seem 
precarious. Banking is only one’ of many 
economic activities ; and it is in many respects 
peculiar. It has been international fbr cen- 
turies; Italian banker^ financed our English 
kfngs in their struggles with •France in the 
fourteenth century ; but none the less wars and 
rumours of wars have neVti* ceased. It is on 
banking, nevertheless, that Mr. Aiigell rests 
his case ; and it is only by w'ay of a supplement, 
ahd almost of an afterthought, that he draws 
new arguments for the cause of peace from the 
international organisation to which Capital apd 
Labour are both tending, “ In banking ” — his 
ftrgum'«:it seems to run — “ and for that matter 
in other economic things also, the w^orld is one 
society. Politically, it is several distinct 
societies tendirfr to compete with one another. 
O/* these two facts the former is the more 
important^ and detersiiincs action to a greater 
extent. It pays mer? better to think and feel 
as members of the imivcrsal economic society, 
whose attribute if|pcacv», flian to thir^ and feel 
as members of limited political societies, whose 
attribute is war. The pocket is the rudder of 
human nature ; and therefore, as soon as they 
realise this fact, men will cease from war.’* 
This is notii^he place to^enter into any di^ 
cussion of Mr. Angell’s economics. Our com' 
cern lies with the political tliebry which they 
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involve. Tnat theory, it is obvious from wh^t 
has been saidy. is necessarily loaded by a bias, 
against the Sta^e. Mb. ^Norman Ango21 is one 
of the many contemporary forces whi;?h make 
for the discrediting of vhe State. He is 
“ against the government.*’ He Speaks of 
‘‘the irrationalism of theP.moD-mind ” — “the 
fact that a man will in politics, in a matter 
where patriotism is involved, act with an 
irrationalism and an absence of any sense of 
responsibility, which l\e would never display 
in the conduct of his private business.” Here 
we catch a now strain in that anti-intcllectualist 
reaction against tne State and all its works 
which is so dominant in modem theory. We 
seem to listen to a financier mdly reflecting, 
as he compares the State with his well-managed 
office, quaniula sapientia gubernatur mundus, 
Buf well, or ill governed, the State is to Mr. 
Angell only a piece of political mechanism. 
The only thing predicated in the concei)tion*” 
of the State is particular administrative con- 
ditions : modern State divisions represent 
mere administrative convenievice. One can 
hardly recognise a State which has sunk to 
administrative uvesi; and it is ea^y for Mr. 
Angell,* when he has onve begun to see the 
State through thf^ ^^Tong end of the .telescope, 
to deny that it possesses any real existence. 
The State, he argues, is not a single body or 
“ homogeneous personality.” To ascribe any 
personality, or will, or responsibility the 
State is a delusion, partly due to the survival 
of ideas which may have hack^heir place in 
""the time of Aristi>tle, but ars- now outgrown 
as a result of economic evolution — ^partly due 
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to a false analogy betjveen the S^ate and the 
Individual. » A modern State i/ not a single 
life, or a single conception otwe; it contains 
' within ifself man/ conceptions of life, some ot 
them mutually exfjlusive, and some of them 
(as, for ’Instance,* the Catholic conception) 
“ agreeing absolutMy with conception^ in 
foreign States.** Having decomposed the State 
into a loose federation of groups, Mr. Angell 
naturally denies not only that it is a perSonality, 
or that it can undertake responsibility, but 
eVen that it has any real National feeling r. 
“ The formation of States has disregarded 
national divisions altogetlTer.** From the ex- 
amples which he gives it would appear that 
Mr. Angell really means “ racial when he- 
says “national**; andVhile it may be con- 
ceded to him that modem States are not 
racially homogeneous, it cannot h% equally 
conceded that the absence of such homo- 
•geneit^# demonstrates the absence of nation- 
ality, or proves that nationality cannot stand 
m the way of economic co-operation between 
States. ^ 

.•So*far we have dealt with the negative side 
of Mr. Aagell’s political thcoty. It Ijas also 
its positive aspect. He admits that men really 
are luiited by a community of feeling ; but he 
urges that that f omnriliriity is not Refined by 
geogi*aphical limits or administrative areas . Men 
are united by a common feeling of economic 
interest, which is irrespcctiye of such limits 
and areas ; they are imited, again, by the 
common feeling of their profession, or thej;* 
class, which is ©equally non-geographicaNand* 
rfon-political. What unites men is a concep- • 
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tion of life; and the real “ psychic *’ divisions; 
are not betwee n nations, but between opposing 
conceptions or life-^not between 'political 
^frontiers, but between political nhilosophies. 
In one passage where he* confesses that he 
regards ‘^certain English conceptions of life 
bearing on matters of and social habit, 
and political philosophy, as infinitely preferable 
to the German,** Mr. Angell seems, somewhat 
inconsistently, to admit that each State is, 
or has, a conception of life. Elsewhere, and 
’more consistently, he identifies conceptions of 
life with political parties. Germany is not 
opposed to England ; but in Germany and in 
England democracy is opposed to autocracy, 
' and Socialism is opposed to individualism. In 
a word pariies, wliich are supposed by Mo*. 
Angell to be, but as a matter of fact never are, 
the same in all countries, are the fundamental 
gi’oupings or conceptions of life which con- 
stitute the real psychic communities. Further* 
these parties are conceived to be primarily 
representative of different conceptions of life 
in one particular field — ^the fieM of social con- 
flict. The problems of such conflict are “‘mil^b 
more ;orofouncf and fitftvlamental .,than any 
conception which coincide s or can be identified 
with State divisions.’* The ultimate upshot 
of Mr. An^ell’s doctrind is pl^/in. He banishes 
the conflict of States in order to set in its 
place the conflict-between international parties 
espousing different sides in the social conflict. 
That is to say, he banishes one kind of war in 
^JHvour of a worse kind of war./ Social strug- 
gles^are always tjie bitterest of struggles; and 
social struggles waged by international parties 
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be the .bitterest of sociai strr!ggles. Mr. 
Angell scorns to think \;hat a soyal sitruggle is 
■justifiod:, by -being int^atio^sfi. If a social 
^struggle is®ever to b(^ condemned, it is most 
to be coi!deftined wJicn it is international. 

It is exa^itly the struggle of classes which the 
State serves, if not ip prevent, at any rate to 
keep within limits. The value of tho StatS lies 
in the fact that it supplies a common substance 
for man’s interest and devotion* in which the 
competing claims of class and of party can be 
r«#conciled. The government* of the Stat^ 
adjusts the claim of classes to one another, 
creating in the process s«^^;^ial rights; at the 
vejry least, it keeps the ring as a neutral referee, 
inducing competing parties to obey the rules of. 
the game. But th^ State itself is above the 
government; and it is more than particular 
administrative conditions.” It is the^ common 
substance in which very different elements are 
so firm]y knit together, that they can rejoice 
in their meniberslii]). It is in vain to speak of 
“ the blind dogma. of patriotism,” or to seek to 
eliminate natic^alism. The State, after all, 
is a sipgle concei)tion of life, as Mr. Angell him- 
se*lf incidentally adnnjts : it is a single concep- 
tion which* can blentUand contain a nuihbcr of 
other conceptions and a variety of other groups. 
That conception. , whyh the Gerjnans call 
“ culture,” is the parent of patriotism : that 
conception, again, constitutes^the Nation. Far 
from lieing weak, it is only too strong. It^'has 
its peculiar home in Germany, and in the 
teaching of Treif schke. BuPsince the campaign 
in Tripoli, it ha^i found new vogue in Italy ; ^na 
ii%the form of imperialism, and irl alliance with 
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the idea of L national “vocation ” to spread ft' ' 
national typeV it is by no means IUnknown ii? 
England. It ms* vitalljjr affected the recent 
development of Socialisms Sociaflists, long ' 
attracted by the idea of int^matiorialism, seem 
nowadays, alike in France' and Gemiany, to 
have turned their faces ^ tile rising sun of 
Nationalism. 

The fact of international economics, so much 
emphasised by Mr. Angell, is in many respects, if 
not so absolutely as he conceives, a fact of vital 
-\Tnportance, Tlivi fact of national politics, which 
he seeks to eliminate, is equally, or even more, 
a true and vital far^. Economic progress has 
outrun political structure. We cannot, how- 
ever, bring tlie two into line,, at the cost of 
suppressing one of the 'elements. We must all 
seek to be internationalists, because that is the 
highest ideal which we can discern. A true 
internationalism, however, must perhaps differ 
from that of Mr. Angell in two fundamental 
respects. In the first place, it must recognise 
the existence of the State in all its fulness, and 
it must seek to comprehend slM\tes in its fold 
without any derogation from the fulness -^f 
their being. In the secoi^'.cj place, it must base 
itself hot on the economk appeal to the indi- 
vidual, and not qp the argument that it pays, 
but ratheTt on the mo^al appeal to national 
conscience, and on the argument that it is right 
to conceive the relations of states as compre- 
hended in the sphere of a common and public 
law of the nations. ' There is, as we have seen 
in an earlier chaptef ; a sense of rjght common to 
civilised nations. It is in th'^ explication of 
that sense, ano in its translation into a concrete 
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l^gal embodiment, that the hop^ of interna- 
Gonalism lii^s. Internationalist m^st pursue 
a legal development, rfbt basi^on (though it 
may be aicted by) ecoifomic facts, but based (as 
air iQgaf development is. based) on a sense of 
right inherent in common conscience — the 
common consciAice #f the civflised world.^ An 
extension of extradition treaties ; an* extension 
of the Hague Tribunal and the reference of dis- ^ 
putes between states to that Tribunal; an 
extension of intematiqnal treaties to include 
limitation of armaments — such are the ways, 
which international development may be ex- 
pected to take. Of such aTlevelopment, resting 
on such a basis. Lord Haldane spoke in 1913 in 
•an address to tjie American Bar Association.* 
And it is on such a elevdopment, taking a legal 
form, and resting ultimately, as he urged, on the 
Sittlichkeit, or sense of a common ethic, of a 
group of allied nations, rather than on a de- 
•velopnvint issuing from any economic factor, 
that we must fix our hopes. Not the abolition 
of national political structure, but the evolution 
of forms of international political structure^ 
ni¥st Jbe our aspiration and endeavour. 

When all criticisms# are speiM;, it remains to 
express a 3ebt of gratitude to Mr. Angell. He 
belongs to the cause of internationalism — the 
greatest of all thc^c^uses fo which a man can set 
his hands in these days. The cause will not 
triumph by economics. But it cannot reject 
any ally. And if the economic appeal is^not 
final, it has its weight. “ Vfe shall perish of 
hunger,” it has^ been said,*'‘ in order to have 
success in murd^.” To those w^ho have ears * 
ttr that saying it Cannot be s^id \oo often. 



EPILOGUE 

POLITICAL THOUGHT IN 1914 

The positi^ of polij;ical thought* in England 
in 1914 is one of consi^^.erable int(jres‘t. New 
^ sources of thought are sending fres,h ti;ibutaries 
to the main stream of thepry ; new j)raetical 
forces are at wouk to direct or divert Vts current. 

Among the new sources of thought we have 
to reckon social psychology, the new economics, 
and the new Aspect of legal theory which has 
been emphasised by Maitland. Social psycho- 
jGgy tends to ist>ue in a criticism of the machm- 
ery and methods of rcprcs(‘ntative government. 
Intentionally, or uTdntcntionally, it allies itself 
with a certain trend of anti-intellcctualism 
wliich is one of the features vof the age. In 
rc'aetion against what they regard as the false 
intelleetuaJlisni of the Iltililarians, and the 
e^^pially -faise if very different inlellectualisni of 
the Idt alists, many of the thinkers of to-day 
are returning to the cult of instinct, oi , at the 
best, of sub-conseious thought. They find 
uncxj)cct(‘d allies. The new economics, in 
some of its phases, is also intuitional and anti- 
intellectual. ^ Jf social psychology teilds »U) 
base the State as it is oigdthcr than intellect ual 
grounds, Syndicalism is prone to expect that 
non - intellectu al f orces w i 11 suffi ce to 'achie v c t he 
State as it should be. Botn may find them- 
selves. in the issue, however paradoxical the 
prophecy may seem, the servants of (nn- 
servatism. . Conservatism, with its apjii al to 
^ sentiment, and its antipathy to doctrinaire 
Radicalism, is the residuary ?i^atee of all anti- 
intellectual 'movements. 

At present, however, the current which sets 
. 248 
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- •“ iritellcctualism ” sets also Against the 

*Sfate. A c<jrtain*tencfency to Asci%dit the 
State how aVjroad.* Wie forg^ which com- 
bine to spread this feeri^eiiey are very various. 
TheV(;^is* thTi old doctrine of the natural 
rigl^ts of imn, whicli lies bchindfmost of the 
m )\ . that* ad\^f)catc resistance to the 
autliority of the State. But there is*also the 
new doctrine of the rights of groups, wjiicli is 
to-day a still more potciiL c*. ic of opposition 
to the State. In the sphere ol^'conomics this 
doctrine assumes the form of (luild-Socialism. 
In the sphere of legal theory it assumes the 
form of insistence on the real personality, the 
s^)dntaneous origin, and (with some of its 
e:j*{jonents) the “rtiherent sights ” of permanent 
associations. In this latter form tlil^ doctrine 
has been urged on the one hand by thf' advo; 
cates of the rights of Trade Unions, and on 
tiie oth(‘f hand by the champions of the rights 
of churches and ecclesiastical bodit s. In bpth 
forms it has tended to produce a IVdcralistic 
theory of the StAte, whether the State* is re- 
gaijalcduxs a union of guilds, or as “a community 
of cornmunij^^ies ” ^vhieh embraces group^s not 
only (‘coiiomie, but 111 so ecclesiastical and 
national." In both forms it has conscquc^ntly 
tended to restrict '*.hc activity of the«<State in 
order to safeguard the rights of the group. In 
a different form, and from a dtffcrent point .pf 
view, tiw} theory of Mr. Norman Angell, so far 
as it touches the State, show5:«it once a certain * 
anti-intellectuaLji^ and a definite tendency to ' 
bei^tle the State in comparisomwilh economic 
or social groups. 
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We mayi need, and we may be moving 
wards, a new conception of tne State, and more 
especially a coil 2 eption of sovereignty, 
which shall be broad eiiough to cn*bracc these 
new ideas. Wc may have to iegard^,f‘very 
State — not Oir^ly the federal State proper, but 
alsQ the State which presf esses to be unitary — 
as in its nature federal ; we may have to 
recognise th^t sovereignty is not single and 
indivisible, but multiple and multicellular. 
If we do so, thgre are two cautions to be borne 
- in mind. In the first place we must be clear 
about the intellectj|al foundations of our new 
creed. Wc must be quite clear what we mean 
by our grouj)s ; and we must not content our- 
selves with a hazy intuition that they are som.'}- 
howreal personalities, or havesomehowinherent 
rights. ^ It is perhaps possible to find a proper 
intellectual vindication for such a creed ; but 
until that has been done, the creed will tend 
to be lost among those instinctive reactions 
against the State, which have helped to give it 
vogue, but from which it mu.;t be dissociated 
in order to become a permanent belief, of the 
mind. In the second piewee, we mu^t beware of 
the spirit dcr sicts vernunt. It is natural to 
desire to be up4:o-date ; it is ecjuajly natural 
to try to be up-to-datv; by •Ibe use of the facile 
method of denial of the obvious and accepted 
facts of life. To denounce tlic servile state 
or to castigate rthc party system is not very 
difficiill. It is perhaps even easy in an age 
'that abhors the eonventional pnd admires the 
paradoxicaL( But the State ?s always with w ; 
and the party system, in a State like ours, 
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,wftich is based on representative^ go^rnnient,is 
equally inevitable. Where there ifre :lSeprcsen- 
tartives,’ there must be ftrgani%^lion of repre- 
sentatives ; * and wf^t organisation there can 
be o*thi^ t^ian party no man has yet discovered. 
Sparta has fallen to our lot, and^^ must adorn 
it. The State and itj^nstitutions are with.us, 
and we must make the best of them. 

With these provisos, theory may piprhaps 
safely attempt new excursions into fc^derali^m. 
It^may do so all the meft’e confidently, as the 
practical forces at work themselves seem* 
federalistic. The State injingland is seeking, 
by^ Home Rule and Welsh Disestablishment 
Bills, to meet the claims of national groups. 
:ttl Europe is conV^ulscd with a struggle of 
which one object at any rate is a r(‘-||^rouping of 
men in ways which will fulfil national ideals 
and accord with national aspirations. Trade 
SJnions have recovered from Parliament more 
than the ground they have lost in the^law 
courts. The claims of religious groups, in the 
field of educati()n, are more and more re- 
sp'^ted ; and there is less and less reason for 
apprelumding the ty/ahny of lay ” >^tate. 
These are the signs otithe times ; and specula- 
tion has a way of accomnr^oda^ng itself to the • 
signs. In due tin. e we n\ay expect thtit theory 
will be squared more closely to fact. It will 
cease to be belied by the facts ;^it will also ce^^.se 
to denj^ the facts. But tli(‘n political theory 
would be dead if it were qujte true, and quite 
obviously true. ' Jt grows on the uncertainty ol * 
h Imian affairs ; it thrives on t h;^ ii.?ad equaey of 
its own successive attempts to explain them. 
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